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PREFACE. 

This  text  in  ethics  is  intended  especially  for  meet- 
ing the  wants  of  the  students  preparing  for  the  B.  A. 
Examination  in  ethics  of  the  Calcutta  University.  Since 
the  discontinuance  of  the  old  practice  of  prescribing 
fixed  text  books,  and  the  introduction  of  a  new  method 
which  requires  the  students  to  learn  the  subjects  de- 
fined, in  the  syllabus  by  reference  to  a  number  of  books 
recommended  for  the  purpose  by  the  Syndicate  from 
year  to  year,  they  have  invariably  been  found,  as  far  as 
my  experience  goes,  to  feel  a  good  deal  of  difficulty  in 
learning  the  subjects  so  defined.  The  reasons  are 
obvious  :  firstly,  the  books  recommended  are  numerous 
besides  being  bulky  ;  secondly,  the  subjects  to  be  stu- 
died, far  from  being  elementary,  are  unsuitable  for  the 
capacity  of  the  beginners  ;  thirdly,  the  time  allowed  to 
learn  them  is  insufficient.  As  a  teacher  of  philosophy 
,for  over  eighteen  years,  I  have  always  found  the 
students  of  my  classes  in  helpless  condition.  For  a 
long  time,  therefore,  I  have  been  feeling  the  need  of 
such  suitable  books  as  will  give  them  considerable  relief 
and  at  the  same  time,  much  assistance.  Some  attempts 
have  been  made  recently  in  that  direction.  "An  Ele- 
mentary Course  of  Ethics"  written  by  the  late  Pro- 
fessors Wilson  and  Wheeler,  "The  Elements  pf  Moral 
Philosophy"  by  the  late  Professor  Mohit  Chunder  Sen, 
and  "The   elements   of  Morals"   by   Professor    Ambika 
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Charan  Mitter,  are  attempts  of  that  kind.  The  present 
treatise  is  the  fourth  attempt.  And  the  apology  for 
its  publication  is  that  there  are  important  differences 
between  the  latter  and  the  three  former  :  I  have  written 
from  the  idealistic  standpoint  in  respect  of  which  I  agree 
with  the  second  writer  but  differ  from  the  first  and  the 
third  whose  standpoints  are  intuitionalistic  ;  moreover, 
although  both  of  the  first  two  treatises  are  excellently 
written,  they  are  too  sketchy  to  be  of  much  use  to  the 
students,  while  the  third  one  has  the  opposite  fault.  But 
it  should  be  admitted  that  did  I  not  write  from  a  dif- 
ferent standpoint  from  that  of  the  third  writer  this 
volume  would  never  see  the  light. 

Though  I  have  adapted  this  text  to  the  syllabus,  I 
have  changed  the  arrangement  of  the  topics  defined 
therein  in  order  to. connect  them  as  parts  of  a  system. 
If  it  is  true  that  ethics  is  a  science,  the  topics  with  which 
it  deals  cannot  be  entirely  unconnected,  but  must  be 
integral  parts  of  a  connected  whole.  I  have  treated 
them  from  that  standpoint.  Writing  from  the  view- 
point of  Ideal-realism  as  expounded  by  Vedantism  and 
Hegelianism  I  have  accepted  the  view  that  the  real 
standpoint  of  morality  should  be  that  which  takes  into 
account  and  explains  all  the  sides  of  human  nature,  and 
is,  therefore,  the  perfection  of  that  nature  ;  I  have,  con- 
sequently, tried  to  show  that  all  other  forms  of  the 
moral  standpoint  are  based  upon  the  one-sided  concep- 
tions of  the  self,  each  of  which  conceptions  revokes^ 
its  opposite  by  the  inherent  necessity  of  its  nature,  and 
is,  therefore,  a  step  in  the  process  of  a  dialectic  which 
finally  leads  to  a  conception   that   reconciles   them   all 
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and  unifies  them  into  a  system  of  wbich  they  are  only 
partial  forms.  In  as  far  as  other  auxiliary  topics  are 
concerned,  I  have  treated  them  also  from  the  same 
standpoint.  So  that  the  whole  treatise  will  appear  to 
a  careful  and  intelligent  reader  as  a  systematic  whole. 

As  I  have  said  before,  my  object  has  mainly  been  to 
provide  the  students  with  such  a  suitable  comprehensive 
treatise  on  ethics  as  will  aid  them  considerably  in  learn- 
ing the  long  list  of  subjects  defined  in  the  syllabus'  with- 
out perusing  a  large  number  of  books  within  a  short 
time  and  with  the  aid  of  the  intelligence  of  the  begin- 
ners like  themselves.  But,  yst,  I  have  tried  my  best  to 
discourage  cramming,  and  with  that  object  in  view,  I 
have  discussed  all  the  sides  of  a  topic,  and  thus,  have 
tried  to  give  the  students  as  comprehensive  a  view  of 
it  as  the  space  of  this  book  permits.  For  theseVeasons 
I-  have  been  led  to  subject  the  theories  of  other  writers 
to  a_  critical  examination  in  order  to  arrive  at  a  view 
more  sound  and  less  dogmatic.  Again,  remembering 
that  this  text  is  intended  especially  for  the-  use  of  the 
beginners,  I  have  spared  no  pains  to  make  my  meaning 
as  clear  and  my.  language  as  plain,  as  possible.  I  am 
confident  that  the  studpnts  of  ethics  will  feel  no  difficulty 
in  reading  this  book  intelligently  without  the  help  of  a 
teacher. 

Writing,  as  I  have  said  before,  from  the  standpoint 
of  Vedantism  and  Hegelianism  I  have  thought,  it  desir- 
able in  some  places  to  give  the  ethical  views  of  the 
Hindu  sages  as  expounded  especially  in  the  Upanishads, 
-Sankhya,  and  Bhagabatgita.  But  in  order  to  avoid 
•complication  I  have  stated  them  as  briefly  as  possible. 
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A  few  words  which  I  have  used  in  this  treatise  call 
for  an  explanation.  "Eudaemonism"  has  been  used  in 
the  Aristotelian  sense  and  therefore  carefully  distin- 
guished from  Hedonism  as  ordinarily  understood  ;  I 
have  classed  it  with  Perfectionism  which  is  particularly 
the  theory  of  Hegel  and  the  Neo- Hegelians  :  Dr. 
Paulen's  theory  of  Energism  seems  to  me  to  belong  to 
the  same  class.  It  is  needless  to  say  that  Perfectionism, 
Eudasmonism  or  Energism  is  the  only  ethical  doctrine 
which  I  have  thought  sound  and  accordingly  accepted 
as  my  own  view.  Some,  other  words  which  call  for  ex- 
planations are  "individuality"  and  "personality."  The 
former  has  been  used  to  indicate  the  j^«^i««^  side  of  *a 
man  by  virtue  of  which  he  is  a  particular  distinct  being 
or  animal,  and  the  latter  to  indicate  his  concrete  nature- 
which  is  constituted  by  his  individuality  as  controlled 
by  his  reason,  the  universal  side  of  his  nature. 

For  the  sake  of  convenience  this  treatise  has  been 
divided  into  three  books  :  in  the  first  book  some  preli- 
minary topics  and  the  psychological  elements  of  ethics- 
have  been  considered  ;  in  the  second,  the  different  forms 
of  the  moral  standard,  and  some  other  auxiliary  topics- 
have  been  examined  and  discussed  ;  in  the  third,  an 
attempt  has  been  made  to  explain  the  facts  of  the  con- 
crete moral  life  by  the  application  of  the  principles 
arrived  at  in  the  preceding  two  books.  So  that  the  first 
two  books  deal  with  the  ethical  theories,  while  the  third, 
with  the  facts  of  the  concrete  moral  life.  In  the  appen- 
dix I  have  inserted  the  B.  A.  Examination  Papers,  on 
ethics,  of  the  Calcutta  University  from  the  year  1909 
to  the  year  1915,  and  have  also  pointed  out  the   pagea 
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of  this  book  where  the  answers  of  the  questions  may  be 
found.  My  objects  in  doing  so  has  been  to  help  the 
students  in  determining  the  nature  of  the  answer  re- 
quired by  each  question,  which  the  great  majority  of 
them  usually  feel  considerable  difficulty  in  ascertaining 
for  themselves. 

I  have  spared  no  pains  to  make  the  treatise  as  com- 
plete and  interesting  as  lies  in  my  power  ;  but  as  I  had  to 
write  it  during  a  period  of  indififerent  health,  I  could  not 
make  it  such  as  I  desired  :  consequently,  some  portions 
have  remained  incomplete,  and  the  treatment  of  some 
of  the  topics  has  not  been  as  satisfactory  as  was  desired. 
The  peculiar  way  of  marking  the  pages  calls  for  an  ex- 
planation here  :  as  this  text  was'  originally  intended  for 
the  use  of  the  students  of  my  own  classes  only,  I  had 
to  print  the  second  book  first  ;  for  this  reason,  the  mark- 
ing of  the  pages,  though  continuous  in  each  book,  is  not 
continuous  throughout  the  whole  treatise. 

Before  I  close  I  think  it  my  duty  to  acknowledge 
that  I  have  received  considerable  assistance  from  the 
writings  of  such  eminent  ethical  writers  as  Profs.  T.  H. 
Green,  E.  Caird,  B.  Bosanquet,  J.  S.  Mackenzie,  J.  Seth, 
J.  H.  Muirhead,  J.  Dewey,  W.  R.  Sorley,  and  Dr.  F. 
Paulsen,  who  have  written  also  from  the  idealistic 
standpoint.  But,  though  in  many  places  I  have  freely 
quoted  from  their  writings,  I  have  not  refrained  from 
criticising  and  rejecting  their  views  when  I  have  thought: 
them  unreasonable. 

Krishnath  College, 

Berhampore.  1-  A.  K.  MAZXIMDAR. 

July  igiS- 
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BOOK  I. 
CHAFTEE.  I. 

Definition,  province  and  end  of  Ethics. 

(i)  Definition  of  Ethics  .-—Ethics  has  been 
variously  defined.  But  its  etymology  will  help  us  consi- 
derably in  arriving  at  its  true  definition.  The  word 
^^ ethics"  is  derived  from  the  Greek  adjective  "ethicd^ 
which  comes  from  the  substantive  "ethos"  meaning  man- 
ners and  customs  of  people.  The  corresponding  latin 
substantive  is  "mores"  from  which  Moral  Philosophy,  the 
another  name  for  "ethics"  is  derived.  Hence  from  its 
etymology  the  word,  "ethics"  may  be  taken  to  mean  an 
inquiry  into  and  a  comparison  of  the  manners  and  cus- 
toms of  the  different  peoples,  and  thus  to  be  a  branch  of 
Sociology  or  the  study  of  the  different  forms  of  society, 
the  ways  in  which  they  grew  up,  and  the  conditions  on 
which  their  permanence  depends. 

Now  the  word  "ethics"  may,  indeed,  be  used  in  this 
sense,  i.  e.  to  include,  within  its  scope,  an  account  of  the 
manners  and  customs  of  different  races  ;  but  it  is  com- 
monly distinguished  from  Sociology,  and  used  in  a 
narrower  sense.  Manners  and  customs  are  habits  of 
actions  ;  and  in  the  case  of  human  beings,  they  are 
habits  of  free  rational  voluntary  actions  ;  men  univer- 
sally judge  their  own  and  other  people's  actions  as  good 
or  bad,  right  or  wrong  ;  and  as  men's  voluntary  actions 
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spring  out  of  their  character,  they  judge  their  character 
also  as  good  or  bad  according  to  their  actions.  And 
they  universally  admit  not  only  that  certain  forms  of 
actions  are  right  and  others  wrong,  but  also  that  they 
are  subject  to  a  duty  or  under  an  obligation  to  do  those 
that  are  right,  and  avoid  those  that  are  wrong  ;  and  that 
they  have  good  or  ill  desert,  (  i.  e.  deserve  approval  or 
disapproval,  reward  or  punishment,  which  is  expressed 
sometimes  by  saying  that  they  are  responsible  )  accor- 
ding as  they  do  what  is  right  or  what  is  wrong.  In  this 
way  Ethics,  in  the  narrower  sense  in  which  it  is  now  • 
commonly  used,  comes  to  deal  wholly  with  the  round- 
about ideas  of  right  and  wrong,  duty  or  obligation,  good 
and  ill  desert,  or  responsibility,  &c.  But  as  the  ideas  of 
right  and  wrong  are  more  essential  and  fundamental, 
because  all  other  ideas  arise  out  of  them.  Ethics  is  held 
to  be  directly  and  immediately  concerned  with  the 
former. 

Hence  we  may  define  Ethics  as  the  scientific  inquiry 
which  attempts  to  determine  precisely  what  is  good  or  bad, 
right  or  wrong  in  the  voluntary  actions  of  human  beings, 
and  why  they  are  so,  and  thereby  to  guide  them  as  to  how 
they  should  act  under  various  circumstances.  Or  to  ex- 
press the  definition  in  another  way  :  as  the  voluntary  • 
actions  of  men  spring  out  of  their  character,  and  are 
good  or  bad  according  as  their  character  is  good  or  bad, 
the  problem  of  Ethics  may  be  said  to  be  to  determine 
scientifically  what  is  good  or  bad  tn  character  of  men 
(  Martineau  )  ;  or  as  we  always  act  in  order  to  accom- 
plish something,  i.  e.  to  realise  the  idea  of  some  end  or 
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object,  our  actions  are  always  means  towards  ends,  and 
they  are  good  or  bad  according  as  their  ends  are  good  , 
or  bad.  Ethics  may,  therefore,  be  defined  as  an  attempt 
to  determine  scientifically  what  is  good  or  bad  in  our 
possible  ends  or  objects  of  actions,  so  as  to  guide  men  to  aU 
for  those-  ends  which  are  ultimately  the  best.  (  Profs. 
Mackenzie,  Muirhead,  &c.  ) 

Thus  we  get  three  definitions  of  Ethics  :  (a)  It  is 
the  science  of  conduct  ;  (b)  it  is  the  doctrine  of  human 
character  ;  and  (c)  it  is  the  "science  of  the  ultimate  end 
or  ideal  of  human  life".  But  they  are  not  really  distinct ; 
they  are  three  forms  of  the  same  definition.  For,  as  we 
have  found;  every  rational  action  contains  three  elements 
'or  aspects  :  (i)  the  action  itself,  (ii)  the  inclination,  dis- 
position, character  out  of  which  it  springs,  and  (iii)  the 
ultimate  end  or  object  at  which  it  aims  ;  and  the  investi- 
gation into  the  goodness  or  badness  of  each  which  leads 
to  one  or  other  of  the  above  definitions,  is  bound  up 
with  that  into  the  goodness  or  badness  of  the  rest,  and 
thus  whichever  of  the  above  statements  we  adopt  of  the 
problems  of  ethics,  we  really  mean  much  the  same 
thing. 

The  full  definition  of  Ethics  comes,  then,  to  be  this  : 
Ethics  in  a  science  which  inquires  into  conduct  in  order  to 
find  out  the  best  type  of  character  in  accordance  with  which 
it  should  always  be  moulded  ;  and  the  best  type  of  character 
being  the  best  habit  of  will  it  seeks  also  to  find  out  the 
supreme  end  of  life  towards  which  such  habit  of  will  is 
constantly  directed. 

Now,  to  clearjy  understand  the  meaning  of  the  above 
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definition  it  is  necessary  to  clearly  understand  the 
meaning  of  the  terms  "conduct",  "character"  and 
"science". 

(a)  Conduct  : — Conduct  is  defined  by  H.  Spencer 
as  "acts  adjusted  to  ends,  or  else — the  adjustment  of 
acts  to  ends".  According  to  this  definition  conduct 
includes  all  acts  whether  their  ends  are  consciously  concei- 
ved or  not,  i.  e.  it  includes  not  only  those  actions  which 
are  strictly  purposeful  or  performed  from  motive,  but 
also  those  which  are  non-purposeful,  such  as  the  mecha- 
nical, random,  reflex  and  instinctive  actions.  But 
Ethics  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  latter  class  of  action, 
because  they  are  unmoral  i.  e.  have  no  moral  worth.  We 
do  not  pass  moral  judgment  upon  the  actions  of  the ' 
lower  animals  or  the  blind  agencies  of  nature.  We  do 
not  say  that  the  devastations  of  the  storm,  or  the  rava- 
ges of  the  lower  animals  are  wrong  ;  or  the  effects  of 
rains  upon  the  crops  are  right.  The  resons  are  that 
though  these  acts  are,  no  doubt,  adjusted  to  ends,  they 
are  not  adjusted  to  ends  by  the  doers  of  these  acts  ;  i.  e. 
these  acts  are  not  performed  in  order  to  realise  ends  con- 
sciously and  voluntarily  conceived  by  those  agents  which 
therefore  cannot  be  held  accountable  for  the  consequen- 
ces. The  moral  judgment  is,  thus,  strictly  confined  to 
human  actions,  and  only  to  those  human  actions  which 
are  strictly  purposeful  or  voluntary.  For  instance,  bre- 
athing, sneezing,  &c.  are  also  human  actions  ;  but  we  do 
not  say  that  they  are  right  or  wrong.  So  that  all  auto- 
matic, random,  reflex  and  instinctive  actions  should  be 
excluded  from  conduct  which   is  the  proper  object  of  the 
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moral  judgment.  We  may,  therefore,  define  conduct  as 
the  strictly  voluntary  action,  i.  e.  action  which  is  willed 
or  performed  with  a  view  to  the  attainment  of  a  precon- 
ceived end.  This  definition  of  conduct  should  also  ex- 
clude those  actions  which  are  performed  under  external 
compulsion,  and  are  not  therefore  voluntary. 

Now,  there  are  some  apparent  exceptions  to  this  defi- 
nition. In  the  first  place,  we  usually  pass  moral  judg- 
ment upon  habits  or  habitual  actions.  We  say  some 
habits  are  good,  some  are  bad.  How  is  it  justifiable,  if 
the  voluntary  actions  are  the  precise  object  of  the  moral 
judgment  ?  The  answer  is,  though  the  habitual  actions 
are  not  strictly  voluntary,  yet  we  are  accountable  for 
them,  because  we  have  acquired  them  voluntarily,  i.  e. 
through  a  series  of  voluntary  actions,  and  we  ought  to 
have  checked  them  before  they  grew  inveterate.  In  the 
second  place,  we  do  not  usually  pass  moral  judgment 
upon  the  activities  of  the  artisans  while  at  worli,  or  upon 
those  of  the  artists,  scientists  and  experimentalists,  even 
although  they  are  voluntary.  The  answer  is,  the  very 
distinction  between  this  class  of  voluntary  actions  and 
the  other  class  is  arbitrary.  These  actions  are  as  moral 
as  any  other  voluntary  actions.  A  duty  is  attached  to 
every  kind  of  voluntary  action  ;  and  every  man,  what- 
ever may  be  his  vocation,  is  bound  to  act  properly.  As 
Prof  Muirhead  has  truly  observed  ;  "An  artisan  or  an 
artist  or  a  writer  who  does  not  "do  his  best"  is  not  only 
an  inferior  workman,  but  a  bad  man."  (  See  also  Aris- 
totle's Nicomachean  Ethics,  Book  III,  Chap.  V  ).  Thus 
conduct  does  not  embrace  merely  a  part  of  our  voluntary 
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life  ;  it  is  not   "three-fourths  of  life"   as   Mathew  Arnold 
observed,  but  the  whole  of  life  in  so  far  as  it  is  voluntary. 

{b)  Character  : — Character  is  ordinarily  defined 
as  that  which  is  constituted  by  "settled  habits  of  will'', 
i.  e.  settled  habits  of  actions  acquired  by  a  series  of  vol- 
untary acts.  Thus  character  is  nothing  but  a  system  of 
tendencies  or  dispositions  to  actions  voluntarily  acquired. 
Every  man  has  a  certain  t5'pe  of  character  and  his  con- 
duct is  the  expression  of  his  character  in  activity.  And 
a  conduct  which  is  not  such  expression  is  not  conduct  at 
all,  because  it  has  then  no  moral  significance,  and  a  man 
cannot  therefore  be  held  responsible  for  it.  Hence,  at 
least  from  the  point  of  view  of  morality  conduct  has  no 
meaning  when  divested  of  its  relation  to  character.  Cha- 
racter and  conduct  are  inseparable.  (  For  fuller  discus- 
sion of  this  point,  see  Book  II,  Cha.  II ). 

.  Thus  we  can  define  conduct  more  fully  in  this  way  : 
conduct  is  action  voluntarily  perfortned  to  realise  the  idea 
of  a  preconceived  end  or  object  in  viem  that  is  in  agree- 
ment with  the  character  of  the  agent.  Hence  when  we 
say  that  Ethics  inquires  into  conduct,  what  we  really 
mean  to  say  is  that  Ethics  seeks  to  determine  the  su- 
preme end  at  which  all  conduct  should  be  aimed,  or  the 
best  type  of  character  from  which  all  conduct  should 
issue  in  order  to  attain  the  supreme  end. 

(c)  Science  : — Some,  as  H.  Spencer,  Sir,  L.  Ste- 
phen,. &c.  would  call  Ethics  a  science  in  its  usual  sense  ; 
while  some  others  as  Prof.  H.  W.  Williams  would  call  it 
a  philosophy  ;  some  others  again,  as  Profs.  Mackenzie, 
Muirhead,  J.  Seth  &c.  would  call  it  a  science  in  a  special 
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sense.  It  is,  therefore,  necessary  to  investigate  the  true 
meaning  of  the  term  "science''  in  which  it  is  applied  to 
Ethics.  Conduct  has  two  sides  physical  and  ethical.  It 
is  an  event  taking  place  at  a  particular  time  and  in  a 
particular  place  ;  besides  it  has  physiological  and  psycho- 
logical conditions  :  all  these  constitute  its  physical  side. 
It  has  also  another  side  ;  it  has  motal  value — it  is  right 
or  wrong,  good  or  bad.  This  is  its  ethical  side.  Now, 
■'science"  is  commonly  defined  as  an  inquiry  into  the 
causes  of  phenomena  ;  and  J.  S.  Mill  and  Dr.  Bain  in 
their  logic  define  scientific  explanation  as  consisting  in 
stating  the  causes,  or  the  causes  of  the  causes  out  of 
which  phenomena  flow.  If  we,  accept  this  definition 
of  science,  then  Ethics  would  be  a  science  in  so  far  as'it 
investigates  the  physical  side  of  conduct  only,  i.  e.  its 
origin  and  development.  In  this  sense  H.  Spencer,  Sir, 
L.  Stephen  and  their  followers  regard  Ethics  as  a  science. 
But  Ethics,  as  commonly  understood,  has  nothing  to  do 
with  the  inquiry  into  the  causes  of  conduct,  though  it 
deals  with  conduct.  And  indeed  those  who  uphold  the 
doctrine  of  the  freedom  of  the  will  emphatically  deny  that 
conduct  or  voluntary  action  is  caused  at  all,  at  least  in 
the  sense  in  which  physical  events  are  said  to  be  caused. 
Hence  Ethics  will  not  be  a  science  in  the  above  sense. 
But  the  above  sense  of  sciene  is  certainly  too  narrow, 
making  it  deal  only  with  causes  and  effects,  i.  e.  succes- 
sion of  phenomena  ;  for  this  will  exclude  all  the  bran- 
ches of  mathematics  which  have  nothing  to  do  with  the 
succession  of  phenomena  (  i.  e.  causes  and  effects  ),  but 
deal  with  co-existent  properties,   (  for  instance  those  of 
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triangle  or  circle  )  which  are  not  successive  events  ;  and 
Geomentry,  for  instance,  gives  no  causes  of  successive 
events,  but  grounds  or  reasons  for  co-existent  properties. 
Hence  there  are  not  only  laws  of  succession  (  i.  e.  causal 
laws  )  but  also  laws  of  co-existence,  or  reasons  for  co-exis- 
tent facts  ;  and  there  is  not  only  a  science  of  successive 
events,  but  also  of  co-existent  facts,  such,  for  instance,  as 
mathematics.  Now,  Ethics  is  a  science  of  the  latter 
kind  ;  it  attempts  to  determine,  not  the  causes  of  con- 
duct, but  the  reasons  why  one  conduct  is  right  or  good, 
and  another  is  wrong  or  bad,  and  thereby  demonstrates 
that  the  former  is  better  than  the  latter  ;  and  in  doing  so 
it  investigates  the  supreme  end,  or  the  best  type  of  cha- 
racter as  the  "norm"  or  the  ideal  or  the  standard  by 
reference  to  which  we  can  determine  the  rightness  or 
wrongness,  goodness  or  badness  of  conduct.  Or  in  other 
words.  Ethics  is  primarily  concerned,  not  with  the  "judg- 
ments, of  facts'',  i.e.  judgments  in  their  logical  sense  of 
propositions,  but  with  the  "judgments  upon  facts''  i.  e. 
judgments  in  the  judicial  sense  of  sentence.  We  must 
distinguish  between  judgments  as  to  what  things  are  and 
judgments  as  to  what  they  ought  to  be.  The  statement 
"fire  burns"  is  a  judgment  in  the  former  sense,  and  the 
statement  "this  conduct  is  right  or  wrong,  good  or  bad" 
is  a  judgment  in  the  latter  sense.  This  distinction;  there- 
fore, puts,  on  one  side,  sciences  which  are  concerned 
with  facts  or  actual  occurrences  which  have  to  be  ana- 
lysed, classified  and  explained  ;  and  on  the  other  side, 
sciences  which  deal  with  judghients  upon  these  facts,  i.  e, 
with  these  facts  from  the  standpoint  of  their  value  or  vali- 
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dity.     Ethics  belongs  to  the  latter  class.     It  is,  therefore, 
called  a  normative  or  regulative  science. 

Though,  thus.  Ethics  is  a  science,  }'et  it  is  a  science 
which  approaches  philosophy  more  than  any  other  sci- 
ence. Every  other  science  deals  only  with  some  limited 
portion  of  our  experience,  or  some  limited-  part  or 
department  of  nature  in  so  far  as  it  can  be  experi- 
enced ;  but  Ethics  is  concerned  with  the  whole  of  our 
experience  from  a  particular  point  of  view,  i.  e.  from 
the  point  of  view  of  the  ideal  by  reference  to.  which 
its  Tightness  or  wrongness,  goodness  or  badness  is 
determined.  (  See  above — (a) ).  In  a  sense,  therefore,, 
Ethics  is  not  a  science  at  all,  if  by  science  is  meant 
merely  the  §tudy  of  some  limited  department  of 
human  experience.  It  is  rather  a  part  of  philosophy 
which  studies  experience  as  a  whole,  or  the  nature,  as 
experienced,  as  a  whole.  It  is,  yet,  only  a  pari,  its  pro- 
vince being  narrower  than  that  of  philosophy.  Philoso- 
phy deals  with  human  nature  as  a  whole,  besides  dealing 
with  the  world  of  matter,  and  God,  and  attempts  to  find 
out  their  mutual  relations.  But  Ethics  is  mainly  con- 
cerned with  the  whole  of  human  nature  in  so  far  as  it  is 
moral,  i.  e.  progressing  towards  a  moral  ideal,  and  has 
nothing  to  do  with  the  world  of  matter.  Ethics  is,  there- 
fore, more  philosophical  than  scientific,  although  it  may 
be  called  a  science  in  so  far  as  its  function  includes  also 
the  organisation  and  interpretation  of  the  moral  pheno- 
mena. (See  Prof.  Mackenzie's  Manual  of  Ethics,  p.  2 1, 
§  8  ;  Prof.Muirhead's  Elements  of  Ethics,  pp.  32-36  and 
Prof.  J.  Seth's  A  Study  of  Ethical  Principles,  pp.  24-31). 
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(2)  Science  and  Art  :— Now,  an  important  ques- 
tion suggests  itself  :    Is  Ethics  a  science,   or  an  art,  or 
both  at  the  same  time  ?    Or  in  other  words,  is  the  func- 
tion of  Ethics  wholly  theoretical,   i.  e.  simply  to  investi- 
gate  the  ideal  of  the  moral  life   or  practice,   or  wholly 
practical,  i.  e.  simply  to  find  out  means  or  rules  whereby 
to  guide  people   to  mould  and  organise   their  moral  life, 
or  both   at  the   same  time  f    The  real   answer  to  these 
questions  rests  upon   the  understanding  of  the  relation 
between  science  and  art — theory  and   practice.      It  is 
generally  supposed  that   all  sciences  are   theoretical  inas- 
much as  they  inquire  into   the  nature  of  some  particular 
departments   of  things,   i.  a.   what  things  are  and   how 
they  are  constituted  ;  while  art  is  practical,  inasmuch  as 
it  teaches  us  how  to  produce  something.    Thus  "a  scie- 
nce teaches  us   to  know  and   an  art  to  do!'     But  there 
seems  to  be  no  sufficient  ground  for  such   distinction. 
For,  in  explaining  how   certain   things  are   constituted 
every  science   thereby   explains   how  they  may  be  pro- 
duced, or  how  they  may  be  made  better  than  what  they 
are  ;  and  in  this  sense  it  is  practical.    For  these  reasons 
every  science  is  both   theoretical  and  practical  at   the 
same  time.    Thus  even   astronomical  knowledge  has  im- 
portant practical   applications  to  the   measurement  of 
time,  navigation,  &c.     In  this   way  every   science  leads 
to  an  art  or  arts,   and  every  art  is  connected  with  a  scie- 
nce or  sciences.     But  such   relationship  between  a  posi- 
tive science  and  its  corresponding  art  is  somewhat  indi- 
rect.   The  dependence  of  an  art  upon  its  corresponding 
normative  science  is  of  a  closer  nature.    A  normative 
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science  is  said  to  teach  us  to  know  how  to  do.  It  gives 
us  knowledge  of  the  ultimate  nature  of  an  ideal,  and 
teaches  us,  at  the  same  time,  how  that  ideal  can  be  gra- 
dually realised  or  attained  in  and  through  our  actual 
moral  life  or  practice.  Thiis  the  science  of  rhetoric  leads 
directly  to  the  art  of  rhetoric,  and  the  science  of  fencing 
to  the  art  of  fencing  ;  and  if  these  sciences  could  be 
sufficiently  worked  out  in  all  tiieir  details,  perhaps  the 
corresponding  arts  would  be  fouiid  to  contain  nothing 
which  was  not  included  in  them.  But,  yet,  in  no  case 
a  science  and  its  corresponding  art  are  identical ;  an  art 
always  contains  an  element  in  the  form  of  a  peculiar 
knack  or  dexterity  which  no  science  can  teach.  Hence 
a  science  and  its  corresponding  art  are  distinct,  though 
related  to  each  other.  Being  a  normative  science  Ethics 
has  this  dual  character  ;  it  is  theoretical  and  practical — 
a  science  and  an  art  at  the  same  time.  The  moral  theory 
and  the  moral  practice  are  inseparable.  As  Prof.  James 
Seth  has  truly  observed  :  "'on  the  other  hand,  as  it  is 
impossible  to  separate  practice  from  theory,  so  it  is  im- 
possible to  separate  theory  from  practice.  As  Aristotle 
insisted,  the  abiding  interest  of  the  moral  philosopher  is 
practical,  as  well  as  theoretical."  Yet,  we  should  not 
identify  one  with  another.  The  science  of  Ethics  is  not 
exactly  the  same  thing  as  the  art  of  Ethics.  "Morality 
is  undoubtedly,  in  a  sense,  a  fine  art,  requiring  as  rare 
gifts  for  its  perfection  as  any  of  the  others.''  The  pro- 
phets are  not  lesser  artists  than  the  poets  or  the  musi- 
cians. "To  hit  the  right  act  in  complicated  cases  requires 
as  finely  cultivated  a  tact  as  it  does  to  hit  the  right  word 
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or  sound The  art  of  good  conduct,  and  the  art  of  the 

production  of  good  conduct,  both  def)'  science.  The 
moral  genius  acts  nobly  ;  and  the  prophetic  genius 
moves  men  to  noble  activity  :  and  no  one  can  tell  how 
it  is  that  the  actions  of  the  one  fall  out  so  beautifully, 
or  that  the  words  of  the  other  rouse  us  to  virtue  like 
the  sound  of  a  trumpet.  Christ  lived  ;  Paul  and  Kiiskin 
preached.  In  these  facts  the  art  of  Ethics  is  involved, 
and  no  science  can  cope  with  them.  Nevettheless,  a 
science  of  Ethics  is  possible.  It  is  possible  tola5^'down 
broad  general  laws,  which  must  underlie  the  teaching  of 
every  true  propliet  and  the  conduct  of  every  true  moral 
genius."  (Prof.  Mackenzie,  Manual  of  Ethics,  pp,  9-10). 

(3)  The  pro  7iuce  or  scope  of  Ethics  :— By 
the  province  or  scope  of  Ethics  is  meant  the  Jield  or  the 
range  of  subjects  which  is  included  in  it.  This  may  be 
deduced  from  the  definition,  of  Ethics  as  given  above, 
and  stated  and  divided  in  the  following  way  : — 

(a)  In  the  first  place,  Ethics  "has  a  double  function 
to  perform  :  to  determine  the  end  of  life,  or  the  highest 
good,  and  point  out  the  way,  or  the  means,  of  realizing 
it.''  (  Prof.  Paulsen  ).  The  former  is  the  theoretical  but 
primary  business  of  Ethics,  and  belongs  to  that  part  of 
it  which  is  called  the  doctrine  of  goods  ;  it  consists  in 
finding  out  and  establishing  the  goal  or  the  supreme 
good  which  is  the  perfection  or  consummation  of  life. 
The  latter  is  the  practical  and  secondary  business  and 
belongs  to  that  part  of  Ethics  which  is  called  the  doctrine 
of  duties  and  virtues  ;  it  consists  in  showing  "b}-^  what 
inner  qualities  and  modes  of  conduct   the  highest  good 
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or  the  perfect  life  is  attained  and  realized/'  i.  e.  in  laying 
out  "a  scheme  of  cqiicrete  duties  and  virtues"  which  is 
deducible  from  the  conception  of  the  highest  good.  This 
latter  function  includes  alsb  the  organisation  and  inter- 
pretation of  other  moral  facts  by  reference  to  the  idea 
of  the  supreme  good. 

{b)  Those  are  the  direct  functions  of  Ethics.  There 
are  also  some  indirect  functions.  In  going  to  establish 
the  goal  or  the  supreme  good  of  life.  Ethics  has  indirect- 
ly to  deal  with  some  problems  which  arise  out  of  the 
different  standpoints  from  which  we  can  study  life,  i.  e. 
certain  problems  which  are  psychological,  philosophical, 
sociological  or  political  in  nature.  Thus, a  study  of  life 
from  psychological  standpoint  gives  rise  to  such  problems 
as  the  analysis  and  relation  of  Desire,  Will,  Character  and 
Conduct,  and  the  freedom  of  the  will  ;  from  the  philoso- 
phical, to  the  theory  of  tlie  self  its  position  and  function 
in  the  world  system,  immortality  of  the  soul,  &c.  ;  from 
the  sociological,  to  the  relation  of  individual  to  society  ; 
and  lastly;  from  the  political,  to  the  relation  of  the  indi- 
vidual to  the  stale  ;  all  of  which  have  important  bearing 
upon  the  central  problems  of  Ethics. 

(4)  Tlie  end  of  Ethics  :— 'The  e«c?  or  object  oi 
Ethics  is  not,  at  least  directly,  to  make  man  moral,  just 
as  it  is  not  the  aim  of  Logic  to  make  man  rational,  or 
that  of  Theology  to  make  man  pioiis.  The  germs  or  the 
latent  capacities  of  morahty,  reasoning  and  piety  are  in- 
grained in  the  nature  of  man  from  the  very  beginning. 
As  a  man  can  be  a  good  reasoner  and  a  powerful  debator 
without  reading  Logic  ;   and  highly  pious  without  rea^- 
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ing  Theology ;  so  he  can  be  moral  without  reading 
Ethics.  And  contrary  wise,  he  may  be  a  bad  reasoner, 
impious,  and  immoral  inspite  of  his  sufficient  knowledge 
of  tliose  sciences.  As  Prof.  Paulsen  puts  it  emphatically  : 
"It  is  impossible  to  teach  virtue  as  it  is  to  teach  genius. 
It  would  be  as  foolish  to  expect  our  moral  systems  to 
produce  virtuous  characters  and  saints  as  to  expect  the 
science  of  aesthetics  to  bring  forth  poets,  sculptors  and 
musicians.'' 

The  true  end  of  Ethics  is  twofold  :  its  tiegative  end 
is  to  criticise,  correct,  supplement  and  classify  the  moral 
distinctions  discerned  intuitively  by  the  common  people, 
and  the  moral  judgments  thiey  pass  spontaneously  upon 
the  actions  of  others.  ''AH  science  does  this  ;  it  is  a 
criticism  of  common-sense  :  Ethical  science  will  be 
found  to  do  so  specifically."  Thus  Ethics  is,  to  a  certain 
extent,  destructive  of  some  established  customs  and  laws. 
Certain  moral  customs  and  laws  may  be  due  to  acci- 
dents ;  and  there  may  be  contradictions  amongst  them. 
One  of  the  aims  of  Ethics  is  to  sweep  away  the  acciden- 
tal ones  ;  and  to  make  such  changes  as  will  adjust  con- 
tradictions, leaving  very  little  of  the  old  ones.  The  in- 
stitutions will  be  criticised  in  the  same  way.  Those 
which  are  not  properly  adjusted  to  modern  requirements 
will  be  altered,  or  abolished.  The  authority  on  which 
moral  laws  are  based  will  be  questioned.  We  no  longer 
obey  the  moral  laws  because  we  are  told  to  do  so.  We 
demand  reasons  for  our  obedience. 

But  the  end  of  Ethics  is  not  merely  to  criticise  the 
popular  codes  of  morality  ;  it  has  also  a  positive  and 
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reconstmctive  side.  "To  explain  is  not  to  explain 
away,  neither  is  to  explain  away  to  explain.  .  Its 
startingpoint  is  the  reality  of  duty  and  right.  If  in  its 
first  rdle  as  critical  it  seems  to  be  attacking  these,  this 
is  only  the  superficial  aspect  of  its  work.  In  its  deeper 
aspect  it  is  reconstructive.  It  comes,  not  to  destroy,  but 
to  fulfil.  It  does  so  by  separating  the  essential  from  the 
unessential,  the  permanent  from  the  transient,  the  spi- 
rit from  the  form  of  moral  and  social  institutions.  Hy 
leaving  only  those  which  are  organically  connected  with 
hnman  nature  and  with  one  another,  it  gives  them  a 
value  and  a  sanctity  whicli,  as  merely  traditional  forms, 
they  could  never  possess.  Ethics  is  thus  a  criticism 
which  makes  reconstruction  possible  ;  it  strips  off  the 
irrelevant  and  the  unessential,  in  order  to  get  a  firmer 
hold  of  the  essential.  Here  and  there  it  presents  us  with 
a  bold  negative,  but  when  it  does  so,  tliis  is  found  only 
to  be  "the  cutting  edge  of  a  positive."  "  (  Prof.  Muir- 
head,  Elements  of  Ethics,  p.  \6, ). 


CHAPTER  II. 

Relation  of  Ethics  to  Psychology,  Socio- 
logy, Politics,  Metaphysics,  and  Theology. 

In  discussing  the  scope  of  Ethics  we  have  found  that 
the  central  problems  of  Ethics  are  closeh'  connected 
with  certain  problems  which  properh'  belong  to  certain 
other  sciences.  This  can  be  easily  seen  if  we  consider 
human  life  in  its  various  aspects.  In  the  first  place,  it 
is  a  conscious  mental  life  ;  so  that  some  problems  of 
Mental  science  or  Psychology  are  intimately  connected 
with  those  of  Ethics.  Ethics  is  thus  related  to  Psycho- 
logy. In  the  second  place,  human  beings  hve  in. a  social 
environment — men  are  pre-eminently  social  beings — 
their  life  is  closely  connected  with  the  life  of  society.  In 
our  study  of  the  moral  life  we  require,  therefore,  to 
know  something  of  the  character  and  history  of  the 
social  environment.  Ethics  is  thus  related  to  Sociology. 
In  the  third  place,  human  beings  are  political  animals  — 
they  live  under  some  kind  of  government,  so  their  life 
is,  to  a  large  extent,  regulated  by  the  laws  of  the  state. 
Ethics  is  thus  related  to  Politics.  Finally,  human  beings 
are  parts  of  the  world-system — their  lives  are  partial 
reproductions  of  the  world-life  ;  so  that  before  we  can 
properly  describe  the  ultimate  end  of  human  life  we 
must  know  something  about  the  connection  between 
man  and  the  realities  underlying  the  universe.  This 
means   that   Ethics  must  have   some  connection   with 


MORAL   PHILOSOPHY.  \^ 

Metaphysics   and   Theologj-.      We  are   now  going  to 
describe  the  relation   of  Ethics   to,  and   its  distinction  '■ 
from,  Psychology,   Sociology,  Politics,   Metaphysics  and 
Theology  in  details. 

(i)  Ethics  and  Psychology  :— («)  Points  of 
,A.f  reement — We  have  found  that  Ethics  investigates 
what  is  good  or  bad,  right  or  wrong,  in  voluntary  actions. 
Consequently  Ethics  supposes  an  understanding  of  what 
voluntary  actions  are,  as  contrasted  with  other  kinds 
of  actions  such  as  the  ramdom,  reflex,  instinctive  and 
automatic  actions,  and  therefore,  of  the  nature  of  voli- 
tion or  willing.  But  volition  springs  out  of  motive  ; 
motive  arises  out  of  desire  as  selected  or  chosen  by  the 
will  in  agreement  with  character.  So  that  the  nature 
of  a  voluntary  action  depends,  in  part  at  least,  upon 
character,  motive  and  desire  out  of  which  it  springs. 
Desire,  again,  springs  out  of  feelings  and  emotions  ;  emo- 
tions out  of  ideas,,  and  ideas  out  of  perceptions.  All 
these  subjects  belong  to  Psychology.  Again,  the  free- 
dom of  the  will,  which  is  a  postulate  of  the  moral  judg- 
ment, is  a  subject  which,  to  a  large  extent,  belongs  to 
Psychology.  The  relation  of  desire  to  pleasure  and  the 
influence  of  reason  upon  action  also  form  part  of  the 
subject-matter  of  Psychology.  In  short  we  must  know 
what  the  nature  of  man  is,  before  we  can  proceed  to 
investigate  the  ultimate  end  towards  which  all  voluntary 
actions  should  be  directed.  Hence  the  scientific  study 
'  of  emotiomxid  will  may  be  said  to  be  the  common  gro- 
und of  both  Ethics  and  Psychology.  Ethics  is  thus 
dependent  on,  and  closely  connected  with  Psychology, 
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{b}  For  these  reasons,  some  writers  go  even  so  far 
as  to  maintain  that  Ethics  is  merely  a  branch  or  depart- 
ment of  Psychology,  This  is  particularly  the  view  of 
the  hedonists  who  identify  the  theory  of  morality  with 
its  history  ;  and  thus  abolishing  the  distinction  between 
"is''  and  ''ought-to-be''  deny  the  categorical  character 
of  the  moral  laws.  According  to  this  view,  then,  Ethics 
is  not  a  science  of  categorical  and  regulative  principles 
which  are  unconditionally  binding  upon  man  as  a  being 
essentially  rational  and  free,  but  a  science  of  those  natu- 
ral laws  which  under  certain  conditions  produce  a  plea- 
sant or  useful  type  of  character.  Ethics  is  thus  regarded 
as  consisting  in  nothing  more  than  an  analysis  of  the 
nature  of  man,  and  hence  reduced  to  be  a  mere  part  of 
general  psychological  inquiry.  In  this  sense  Ethics  is 
sometimes  called  Ethology.  This  view  is  based  on  the 
erroneoiis  supposition  that  the  self  is  not  a  rational  prin- 
ciple which  works  according  to  laws  of  its  own  nature, 
but  only  a  fictitious  name  for  a  merely  mechanical  aggre- 
gate of  conscious  states  and  processes  which  are  nothing 
but  effects  of  the  actions  of  the  physical  environment 
upon  the  organism,  and  are  regulated  and  combined  in 
accordance  with  the  mechanical  laws  of  Association. 

(c)  Points  of  difference  :— Ethics,  however, 
differs  from  Psychology  in  several  important  points. 

(i)  The  scope  of  Ethics  is,  in  a  sense,  narrower 
than  that  of  Psychology.  Psychology  deals  equally 
with  all  the  phases  of  mind — intellect,  feeling  and  will  \ 
but  Ethics  deals  primarily  with  will,  and  only  seconda- 
rily with  intellect  and  feeling. 
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(ii)  Even  so  far  as  will  or  conduct  is  concerned. 
Ethics  and  Psychology  treat  of  it  from  two  different 
standpoints.  Psychology  treats  of  it  from  the  standpoint 
of  its  history,  i.  e.  its  origin  and  development  ;  it  asks 
how  a  man  actually  does  will  or  act,  and  what  is  the 
nature  of  his  action.  Ethics,  on  the  other  hand,  treats 
of  it  from  the  standpoint  of  its  value  or  validity  ;  it  asks 
how  he  ought  to  i  will,  and  .how  his  actions  can  he  judged 
as  right  or  wrong,  good  or  bad.  Or  in  other  words. 
Ethics  does  not  investigate  the  conditions  under  which 
conduct  originates  and  developes,  but  the  ground  of 
preference  of  one  conduct  over  another. 

(iii)  The  province  of  Ethics  is,  iii  another  sense, 
wider  than  that  of  Psychology.  Ethics  cannot  rest  con- 
tent with  merely  introspective  psychology.  Human  life 
has  other  relations  besides  psychological.  As  we  have 
found  above,  human  life  has  social,  political,  and  physi- 
cal reference.  Human  life  and  also  human  conduct  are 
considerably  moulded  and  modified  by  Ahe  influences  of 
the  physical,  social  and  political  environment.  Hence 
human  life  and  conduct  cannot  be  properly  understood 
without  the  consideration  of  those  influences.  We  must, 
therefore,  include  the  whole  physical,  social  and  politi- 
cal environment  in  the  province  of  Ethics.  We  have 
also  found  that  the  province  of  Ethics  includes  also  some 
metaphysical  and  theological  problems. 

(2)  Ethics  and  Sociology  '-—{a)  Points  of 
agreement  :— Both  Ethics  and  Sociology  deal  with 
human  conduct.  Sociology  is  the  science  which  deals 
with  those  human  conducts  which  have  assumed  the 
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forms  of  the  social  customs  and  institutions,  and  inquires 
into  their  origin  and  traces  them  through  .all  the  stages 
of  development  from  the  most  primitive  to  the  most  civi- 
lised. Or  in  other  words,  Sociology  is  the  history  of 
the  different  forms  of  society,  its  structure,  and  the  con- 
ditions of  its  progress  and  permanence.  There  is  a  close 
relation  between  Ethics  and  Sociology.  Man  is  a  social 
being.  The  .human  infant  cannot  grow  and  develop 
either  physically  or  mentally  without  the  help  of  society. 
The  social  customs  and  institutions  ;  ideas,  beliefs  and 
feelings  embodied  in  the  literature  ;  parents,  teachers  and 
companions  ;  all  help  considerably  to  develop  the  poten- 
tial capacities  of  his  mind.  Moreover,  most  of  the  im- 
portant duties  of  our  life  arise  out  of  our  social  relations, 
and  all  of  our  virtues  are  chiefly  exhibited  in  our  dealings 
with  our  fellow  men.  Again,  man  as  •  a  rational  being 
cannot  exist  in  absolute  separation  from  other  rational 
beings  ;  reason  is  the  universal  principle  in  man  which 
binds  him  with  other  beings  and  things.  It  is,  therefore 
impossible  to  think  of  the  highe.?t  moral  good  of  man  as 
wholly  independent  of  the  supreme  social  good.  Thus 
we  find  that  Ethics  and  Sociology  are  closely  related  to 
each  other. 

{b)  The  evolutionary  hedonists  regard  Ethics  as 
m&r&Xy  a,  branch  of  Sociology.  According  to  them,  (i) 
the  moral  ideas  of  men  are  merely  the  results  of  constant 
obedience  to  the  customs  and  institutions  of  society  which 
have  been  preserved  and  have  survived  as  being  useful 
for  the  preservation  of  the  race  in  accordance  with  the 
law  of  "natural  selection"  or  "survival  of  the  fittest",   and 
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(2)  the  well-being  of  the  individual  is  entirely  subordi- 
nate to  that  of  society  ;  for  the  individual  being  a  mere 
part  of  the,  social  organism,  his  duties  cannot  be  deter- 
mined without  reference  to  the  nature  and  constitution 
of  such  organism,  just  as  the  function  of  a  limb  cannot 
be  ascertained  without  reference  to  the  nature  of  the  or- 
ganism of  which  it  is  a  part. 

This  view  labours,  under  the  misconception  that  the 
history  of  the  moral  ideas  is  identical  with  their  moral 
value,  i.  e.  the  laws  of  their- origin  and  development  are 
the  same  as  the  laws  .  by  reference  to  which  their  good- 
ness or  badness  is  determined.  But  Ethics  has  nothing 
to  do  with  the  origin  of  the  moral  ideas,  but  with  their 
goodness  or  badness.  In  the  second  place,  from  the 
standpoint  of  hecjonism,  society  is  not  an  organism,  at 
least  in  the  same  sen.se  as  our  living  body  is  an  organism. 
(  See,  Book  II,  pp.  133 — 35  ).  But,  no  doubt,  from  an- 
other standpoint,  society  is  an  organism — a  higher  kind 
of  organism — an  organisation  or  community  df  spiritual 
beings  in  which  the  good  for  all  is  also  the  good  for  each, 
and  vice  versa.  That  is  to  say,  in  such  organism  the 
good  for  the  individual  is  not  simply  subordinated  to 
that  of  society,  but  the  two  kinds  of  good  are  correlatives. 

{c)  Points  of  diflference  : — (ii  Sociology-  may 
be  called  an  objective  science  ;  it  deals  with  the  manners, 
customs  and  institutions  of  society  in  and  through  which 
people  had  expressed  their  minds  on  ethical  questions 
in  the  course  of  years  and  ages.  Ethics;'  on  the  other 
hand,  is  a  subjective  science  ;  it  investigates  the  moral 
ideal  by  reference   to  which    the  goodness   or  badness  of 
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those  manners,  customs  and  institutions  is  determined. 
Or  in  other  words,  Sociology  is  concerned  with  their 
history,  whereas  Ethics  is  concerned  with  their  moral 
value  or  validity. 

^  (ii)  Ethics  is  concerned  with  the  individual,  i.  e.  it 
inquires  into  the  duties  of  the  individual  men.  Sociology, 
on  the  other  hand,  is  concerned  with  the  collective  men, 
i,  e.  it  treats  of  the  duties  of  group,  or  groups  of  men — 
men  taken  collectively. 

(3)  Ethics  and  Politics: — The  manners  and 
customs  with  which  Sociology  deals  have  grown  up  to  a 
large  extent  automatically  in  the  course  of  ages.  The 
lowest  savages  have  no  politics,  and  little  or  no  ethics, 
or  thought  of  what  is  right  in  itself.  But  in  more  civi- 
lised time  men  begin  to  reflect  on  their  actions  and  cus- 
toms, finding  that  some  of  them  are  beneficial  and  others 
injurious  ;  and  they  begin  to  consult  together,  and  finally 
establish  a  governoi-  or  a  governing  body  to  deliberate 
for  them  how  they  should  behave  and  act  collectively, 
i.  e.  what  laws  they  should  establish,  when  they  should 
make  war  or  peace,  and  so  on.  Now  the  question  how 
the  collective  actions  of  the  community  should  be  deliberately 
regulated  by  laws  and  institutions,  constitutes  the  problem 
of  Politics.  Politics,  thus,  treats  of  the  functions  of 
government  and  of  the  relation  between  the  governors 
and  the  governed. 

(fl)  Points  of  agireemeut  ; -Ethics  and  Politics 
agree  in  this  that  the  object  of  both  is  to  determine  how 
men  should  act,  and  thus  guide  and  direct  their  conduct. 
In  ancient  times  the  relation  between  Ethics  and  Politics 
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was  thought  much  closer  than  what  it  is  thought  now.  In 
the  Greek  states  a  man  had  hardly  any  individual  rights. 
He  was  regarded  simply  as  a  "political  animal"  and  as  very 
little  besides.  The  ideals  of  Ethics  and  Politics  were,  to 
a  large  extent,  the  same.  Though  in  modern  times  the 
individual  has  acquired  a  much  greater  independence  of 
the  state,  yet  we  cannot  separate  altogether  the  ideal  for 
the  individual  from  the  ideal  for  the  state  ; — what  is 
right  for  the  individual  cannot  be  different  from  what  is 
right  for  the  state.  Though  Ethics  and  Politics  are  thus 
closely  related  to  each  other,  various  important  distinc- 
tions may  be  drawn  between  them. 

{b)  Points  of  difference  : — (i)  There  are  two 
standards  in  accordance  with  which  men  may  act  and 
judge  their  actions — utility  and  rightness.  The  former 
is  the  standard  of  Politics  which  seeks  to  determine 
simply  what  lines  of  action  are  most  useful,  i.  e.  most 
conducive  to  the  safety,  wealth,  health  and  prosperity 
of  the  community  collectively  so  as  to  prescribe  rules  of 
actions  to  guide  and  constrain  people  to  act  collectively 
in  the  ways  most  conducive  to  the  collective  welfare  and 
prosperity.  Thus  the  ultimate  aim  of  Political  Science 
is  public  utility. 

The  latter  is  the  standard  of  Ethics  which  seeks  to 
determine  what  forms  of  actions  are  right  in  themselves. 
These  two  standards — the  standard  of  utility,  and  the 
standard  of  rightness — are  essentially  different,  although 
they  are  sometimes  found  to  be  accidentally  coincident. 
There  are  actions  which  are  productive  of  gain  to  those 
who  perform  them  ;  but,  yet,  wrong  in  themselves.     For 
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instance,  it  may  be  advantageous  to  the  Turks  to  exter- 
minate the  Armenians  from  a  political  point  of  view  ; 
but  it  is  wicked  morally. 

(ii)  Politics  is  more  external  and  objective  than  Ethics 
Politics  is  concerned  only  with  the  external  results  of 
actions  and  their  public  usefulness,  and  does  not  take 
into  account  the  motives  out  of  which  they  spring. 
Again,  Politics  deals  with  the  general  or  collective  actions 
of  the  communities — those  lines  of  action  which  are  com- 
mon to  all,  such  as  avoidance  of  theft,  murder,  and  the 
like,  and  those  in  which  all  people  join  collectively,  such 
as  the  maintaining  of  peace  or  war,  the  army,  the  police, 
&c.  without  providing  for  all  the  possible  actions  of  indi- 
viduals. On  the  contrary,  it  is  with  the  actions^of  indi- 
viduals that  Ethics  begins,  endeavouring'  to  determine 
what  is  right  or  wrong  for  every  individual  separately 
and  rising  therefrom  to  what  is  right  or  wrong  for  the 
community  collectively.  Thus  Politics  is  collective,  while 
Ethics  is  individualistic. 

(iii)  The  scope  of  Ethics  is  wider  than  that  of  Poli- 
tics. There  are  many  ethical  requirements  which  cannot 
be  enforced  by  political  laws  -even  though  they  are  of 
fundamental  importance.  For  instance,  the  duty  of 
parents  to  nurse  and  educate  their  children  properly,  the 
duty  of  giving  alms  to  the  poor,  the  duty  of  speaking 
truth,  &c.  cannot  be,  strictly  and  in  all  cases,  enforced 
by  law. 

(iv)  There  is  a  difference  with  regard  to  methods  also. 
The  political  laws  are  enforced  by  threats  or  punish- 
ments,   but  the  moral  laws   cannot  be  enforced   in  that 


Moral  PHii.6soPiiY.  '      as 

way.  For  the  essence  of  morality  is  a  free  ohedienoe  to 
a  self-imposed  law  ;  and  if  an  action  ,is  done,  not  freely 
or  voluntarily,  but  under  an  external  compulsion  or  oqt 
of  fear  of  punishment,  it  ceases  to  be  moral  at  all. 

(v)  Ethics  is  superior  to  Politics  in  rank  and  ai4tho- 
rity.  A  political  law  is  binding  upon  us  hi  so  far  as  it  js 
moral.  Ethics,  thus,  sits  in  judgment  upon  Politics. 
Morality  claims  to  be  above  and ,  ever  to  rule  utility. 
Many  useful  and  profitable  actions  are  morally  wrong. 
[Jut  moral  laws  claim  to  be  supreme.  Hence  the  poli- 
ticians claim  to  be  himself  dominated  by  the  sentiment 
of  Justice  and  recommend  only  those  advantageous  lines 
of  actions  which  are  right  at  the  same  time.  In  this 
sense,  therefore,  Politics  is  or  should  be  regulated  by 
Ethics-^the  political  laws  by  the  moral.  No  law  should 
be  imposed  for  public  gain  virhich  is  not  right  and  just  in 
itself. 

(c)  It  is  to  be  remarked,  however,  that  the  relation 
of  Ethics  to. Politics  has  been  estimated  somewhat  diffe- 
rently by  different  schools.  One  ethical  schoolj  viz  the 
utilitarian  hedonists,  and  particularly  th©  egoists  as 
Hobbes,  have  almost  identified  Ethics  with  Politics. 
(  See  Book  II,  pp.  49-51  ).  According  to  them,  the 
.good  of  society  is  its  collective  happiness,  and  the  func- 
tion of  Politics  is  to  determine  what  conduces  to  the 
happiness  of  society,  and  forces  individuals  to  conform 
to  it  by  imposing  rewards  and  punishments.  Now  mora- 
lity consists  in  the  conformity  of  individuals  to  the  rules 
of  society  for  its  good  or  happiness.  From  another 
point  of  view  some  greatest  thinkers ''have  either  refused 
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them  separate  treatment,  or  placed  them  in  the  closest 
connection  with  one  another.  Thus  Plato's  Republic  is 
as'  much  a  treatise  on  moral  as  on  political  philosophy 
in  the  modern  sense  of  the  word  ;  Aristotle's  Ethics  is 
to  be  taken,  as  he  insists,  only  as  introductory  to  his 
Politics  ;  in  modern  philosophy  it  has  been  frequently 
noted  that  Hegel  has  no  ethics  apart  from  the  trenchant 
analysis  of  society  which. he  gives  us  in  the  Philosophy 
ofRishC 

But  those  writers  who  think  that  rightness  of  conduct 
is  a  quality  distinct  from  its  conduciveness  to  happiness 
make  a  clear  distinction  between  Ethics  and  Politics: 
The  intuitionists  in  general  entertain  this  view.  But 
other  writers  as  Profs.  Mackenzie,  Muirhead,  &c.  main- 
tain that  even  though  .Ethics  and  Politics  are  most  clo- 
sely related  to  each  other,  they  are  distinct  sciences. 
They  think  that  the  opposition  between  utility  and 
rightness  has  been  in  many  instances  exaggerated,  and 
that  even  in  those  instances  where  any  opposition  is 
found,  it  is  apparent  and  imrnediate  ;  ultimately  rightness 
and  happiness  coincide  and  lead  to  the  same  results  ; 
what  is  best  in  itself  will  be  found  to  be  most  conducive 
to  happiness. 

(4)  Ethics  and  Metaphysics  or  Fpiloso- 
phy  :— («)  Poluts  of  agreement  :— Man  is  an 
integral  member  of  society  or  the  community  of  rational 
beings,  and  also  a  factor  or  constituent  of  the  world- 
system.  Therefore  his  actions  affect,  for  good  or  evil, 
the  well-being  of  his  fellow  men,  and  his  own  destiny  as 
well  as  theirs  as  factor  in  the  world-system  j  and  thereby 


MokAL  i>ttiLosot>kV.  if 

affect  also  the  world  as  a  whole.    Indeed,  man's  actions 
are  practically  infinite  in  their  results,  i.  e.  they  produce 
effects,  which,  again,  produce  other  effects,  and  these 
still  other  effects,  and  so  on  to  the  end  of  time. 
"Our  echoes  roll  from  soul  to  soul. 
And  live  for  ever  and  for  ever." 

Therefore  the  question  of  the  goodness  or  badness  of 
our  actions  cannot  be  separated  wholly  from  the  ques- 
tion of  their  future  consequences  to  humanity  and  to  the 
world  as  a  whole.  And  further,  if  man  is  a  factor  in 
the  world-system  he  must  have  an  ultimate  end  or  pur- 
pose to  serve  as  a  member  of  that  system,  and  therefore, 
the  goodness  or  badness  of  his  action  will  be  inseparable 
.from  the  question  what  is  his  ultimate  end  and  fuction 
are  in  the  System,  And  still  further  if  the  man's  rational 
actions  are  all  directed,  as  they  should  be,  towards  his 
highest  good,  the  question  what  is  this  highest  good  ? 
will  be  inseparable  from  the  question  whah  are  his  ulti- 
mate end  and  function  as  a  member  of  the  world-system? 

Hence  the  fundamental  problem  of  Ethics  cannot  be 
settled  entirely  apart  from  the  question  of  man's  ultimate 
end  and  function  as  a  member  of  the  world-system  (vyhe- 
ther  it  is  merely  "to  eat,  drink  and  be  merry"  as  Aris- 
tippus  preached,  or  some  higher  end  ),  and  therefore  sup- 
poses a  knowledge  of  the  world-system,  and  of  the  place 
and  function  of  man  as  a  member  of  that  system.  But 
the  attempt  to  understand  the  world-system  and  the 
man's  place  and  function  therein — the  relation  of  man 
to  nature  and  to  God — is  Metaphysics  or  Philosophy. 
Consequently  the  problem  of  Ethics  cannot  be  wholly 
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separated  and  settled  apart  from  that  of  Philosophy. 
Some  writerSj  indeed,  have  tried  to  separate  them  as  far 
as  possible  ;  but  the  school  of  Philosophy  especially-  to 
which  Hegel  and  the  Neo-Hegelians  as  Green,  Cairdj 
Mackenzie,  Muirhead,  Dewey,  &c.  belong,  recognises, 
more  than  any  other,  the  dependence  of  Ethics  on 
Philosophy. 

Some  philosophers  go  even  so  far  as  to  reduce  Ethics 
to  a  department  of  Metaphysics.  Thus  Plato  identified 
the  ultimate  notions  of  Ethics  with  those  of  Meta- 
physics. "In  certain  pantheistic  systems,  again,  which 
overlook  the  distinction  between  the  Finite  and  the 
Absolute  Self,  Ethics  is  hardly  dissociated  from  Meta- 
physics." 

{b)  Points  of  diiference  :— Though  closely  re- 
lated to  Philosophy,  Ethics  has  a  narrower  province 
than  that  of  Philosophy.  Ethics  deals  with  human  life 
taken  as  a  whole  and  investigates  the  supreme  good 
towards  which  it  is  tending  ;  whereas  Philosophy  deals 
with  the  whole  cosmos  of  which  human  life  is  only  a 
part,  and  attenipts  to  determine  the  ultimate  good  or 
the  Final  End  towards  which  it  is  progressing  ;  and  in 
doing  so  it  also  investigates,  the  precise  relation  between 
these  two  kinds  of  good— the  human  good  and  the 
cosmic  good.  Thus  Ethics  is  an  inquiry  distinct  from 
Philosophy. 

(5)  Ethics  and  Theology  :— (a)  Points  of 
agreement  :— Theology  is  the  doctrine  of  the  Abso- 
lute or  God,  i.  e.  of  the  first  and  central,  spiritual  Princi-' 
pie  which  is  the  ultimate  source  and  explanation  of  all 
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that  is  and  is  known.  Thus  the  ultimate  aim  of  Meta- 
physics and  Theology  is  identical.  Aristotle  called  his 
"first  philosophy"  or  metaphysics  "theology''  ;  iand  in 
modern  times  Hegel  and  the  Neo-Hegelians  identified 
the  two.  Prof.  James  Seth  maintains  :  "Me'tapliysics 
is  essentially  and  inevitably  theological  ;  if  we  cannot 
exclude  metaphysics  we  cannot  exclude  theology.  If 
we  must  ask.  What  -is  man's  relation  to  liature  ?  we  must 
also  ask.  What  is  his  relation  to  God  ?"  We  have  found 
(  see,  above,  4  ),  that  the  supreme  end  of  man's  life 
cannot  be  Tcnown  without  knowing  what  such  life  is, 
and  what  such  life  is  cannot  be  known  without  knowing 
its  relation  to  the  world-life — the  life  of  the  Absolute 
or  God  of  which  it  is  only  a  partial  and  incomplete 
reproduction.  Or  to  state  this  fact  otherwise  :  the 
hutnan  good  •vf'iih  which  Ethics  is  concerned  is  a  part  of 
the  cosmic  good  ;  so  that  every  voluntary  act  has  two 
references  or'  one  reference  viewed  in  two  ways  ; — it 
has  a  reference  to  the  human  good,  and  it  has  also  a 
refelence  to  the  cosmic  good.  Thus  "the  same  act 
would  be  religious  if  it  were  conceived  of  as  fiirthering 
a  cosmic  purpose,  or  as  charged  with  meaning  for  a 
universal  moral  order  that  is  being  consummated  upon" 
the  earth.  It  may  indeed  be  feasibly  maintained  that 
no  good  conduct  is  entirely  without  reference  to  some 
such  universal  end  ;  but  in  so  far  as  the  distinction 
between  morality  and  religion  is  permissible  at  all;  it 
must  be  explained  as  one  between  two  views  that  may 
be  taken  of  moral  conduct,  not  between  two  different 
kinds  of  conduct,  or  two  different  standards  of  moral 
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judgments."     (  Prof.    Muirhead,    Elements    of   Ethics, 
p.  i8i). 

This  close  relationship  between  Ethics  and  Theology 
can  be  understood  in  another  way.  The  moral  ideal, 
as  we  shall  find  in  the  sequel  ( see,  Book  II,  Chap,  VI ), 
is  the  perfection  of  the  moral  life  ;  and  our  actual 
moral  life  falls  always  far  short  of  its  ideal.  But 
this  idisal  moral  life  in  which  the  supreme  moral 
good  is  completely  realized,  i.  e.  in  which  every 
conduct  is  in  perfect  harmony  with  the  moral  ideal  or 
the  supreme  moral  good,  cannot  be  an  illusion,  but 
must  be  a  stern  reality,  because  it  is  the.  goal  of  our 
real  moral  life.  Like  every  other  ideal,  the  moral  ideal 
"requires  a  certain  faith  in  the  possibility  of  its  attain- 
ment." All  human  inquiry  ultimately  rests  upon  some 
faiths  or  rather  presuppositions.  All  scientific  investiga- 
tions rest  upon  the  faith  or  presupposition  that  the 
world  is  rational  or  under standible  ;  and  all  metaphysi- 
cal inquiries  proceed  on  the  faith  or  presupposition  that 
the  world  is  a  system — an  organisation  of  experieflce, 
i.  e.  a  unity  amidst  variety — the  mainfestation  of  a  single 
ultimate  principle.  Similarly  all  ethical  inquiries  rest  on 
the  faith  or  presupposition  that  there  is  a  moral  ideal 
by  reference  to  which  the  facts  of  the  moral  life  can  be 
explained.  Thus  like  scientific  and  metaphysical  faiths 
w^e  have  etliical  faith.  We  cannot  do  without  it  ;  with- 
out it  our  moral  life  will  be  emptied  of  all  meaning — it 
will  be  as  chimerical  as  a  mirage  in  a  desert.  "It  is  this 
ethical  faith  that  is  usually  understood  by  Religion." 
tJut  what  is  this  moral  ideal  ?     It  is  the  perfected  moral 
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life  and  is  evidently  the  Divine  Life,  which  is  the  ulti- 
mate goal  of  all  life.  Consequently,  the  true* interpreta- 
tion of  man's  moral  life  has  inevitable  reference  to  his 
relation  to  that  life  of  God  which,  in  some  sense,  must 
include  the  life  of  nature  and  of  man.  Thus  Ethics  leads 
up  to  Theology  and  rests  there  as  its  final  goal. 

{b)  Points  of  difference  :— Hut,  yet,  we  must 
not  identify  Ethics  with  Theology.  The  province  of 
Ethics  is  narrower  than  that  of  Theology.  Ethics  takes 
into  consideration  only  the  human  life  and  attempts  to 
organise  and  interpret  the  facts  of  such  life  from  a  parti- 
cular standpoint  ;  while  Theology  investigates  the 
Divine  Life — its  nature  and  relations,  and  attempts  to 
organise  and  interpret  the  facts  of  the  cosmos  by  refer- 
ence to  such  life.  Thus  the  immediate  and  primary 
interests  of  Ethics  are  human  ;  while  tliose  of  Theology 
cosmic. 


CKAFTEB,  III. 

Method  of  Ethics. 

By  a  method  is  generally  meant  any  rational  and 
systematic  procedure  which  we  adopt  to  attain  a  definite 
end  in  view — either  the  end  of  discovering  trutji,  or  the 
end.  of  communicating  it  to  others.  Or  as  Kant  puts  it, 
method  is  a  "procedure  according  to  principles,"  What 
is  then,  meant  by  the  method  of  Ethics  ?  "A  Method 
of  Ethics  is  explained,"  says  Dr.  Sidgwick,  "to  mean  any 
rational  procedure  by  which  we  determine  what  indivi- 
dual human  beings  'aught' — or  what  it  is  right  for  thehi — 
to  do,  or  to  seek  to  realize  by  voluntary  action," 
(  Methods  of  Ethics,  p.  i  ). 

I.  Following  the  above  definition  Dr,  Sidgwick  clas- 
sifies the  ethical  methods  in  the  following  way — 

(i)  The  method  by  which  some  ethical  writers  have 
sought  to  investigate  the  true  moral  laws  or  the  rational 
rules  of  conduct, — or  the  absolute  rightness  or  wrong- 
ness  of  actions  in  themselves  independent  of  their  ulti- 
mate results.     ( Intuitionism  ). 

(2)  The  method  by  which  some  ethical  writers  have 
sought  to  investigate  the  nature  of  the  Summutn  Bonum 
or  the  supreme  good  of  human  life,  and  the  means  by 
which  it  can  be  attained.  But,  as  the  nature  of  the 
supreme  good  has  been  differently  conceived,  this  method 
is  again,  subdivided  into—  .  ' 

(a)    The  method  of  those  who  regard  the  supreme 
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good  2^5  the  perfection ,  OX  excellence   of  luiman   nature. 
(  Perfectionism  ).  Dr.  Sidgwick  includes  it  in  Intuitionism. 

(6)  The  method  of  those  who  conceive  thte  supreme 
good  to  be  pleasure  or  happiness.  (  Hedonism  ).  This 
method,  again,  may  be  subdivided  into — 

(ii  Egoism  or  Egoistic  Hedonism,  and  (ii)  Uti- 
litarianism, or  Universalistic  Hedonism,  according  as 
pleasure  or  happiness  is  regarded  as  that  of  each  indivi-' 
dual,  or  as  that  of  all  human  beings  or  even  all  sentient 
creatures. 

It  should  be  noticed  here  that  Dr.  Sidgwick  has  omit- 
ted to  take  into  account  Evolutionary  Hedonism  which 
is  allied  from  one  standpoint  to  Hedonism  and  from 
another  to  perfectionism.     * 

Criticism — (i)  Dr.  Sidgwick's  classification  is  based 
on  the  confusion  between  the  theory  and  the  method  of 
Ethics.  This  is  clearly  indicated  by  the  title  of  his 
book — viz  "Methods  of  Ethics'' — in  which  he  treat's,  not 
of  the  real  methods  of  Ethics,  but  of  the  ethical  theories 
or  standards  of  the  moral  judgment  by  reference  to 
which  different  ethical  schools  have  sought  to  explain  , 
rightness  or  wrongness,  goodness  or  badness,  of  human 
conduct.  So  that  his  classification  is  no  classification  of 
the  ethical  methods^  but  of  the  ethical  theories. 

(2)  It  will  not  do  to  say  that  every  '  ethical  theory 
lias  its  own  peculiar  method  ;  so  that  the  classification 
of  the  ethical  theories  is  equivalent,  in  a  sense,  to  that 
of  the  ethical  methods.  This  is  Evidently  not  true.  Take, 
for  instance,  the  classification  of  Dr.  Sidgwick  himself. 
He  regards  Egoism  and  Utilitarianism  as  two.  distinct 
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theories.  Are  their  methods  also  different  ?  Certainly 
not.  The  methods  of  both  are  empirical  and  psychologi- 
cal. Again,  he  includes  Perfectionism  in  Intuitionism. 
Are  their  -methods  strictly  the  same  ?  The  answer 
must  be  in  the  negative,  The  method  of  intuition  is  not 
the  same  with  the  dialectic  method  adopted  by  the 
latter.  We  must,  therefore,  conclude  tliat  Dr.  Sidgwick's 
classification  regarded  as  the  classification  of  the  ethical 
methods  is  unsupportable. 

II.  In  his  Types  of  Ethical  Theory  Dr.  Martineau 
gives  the  following  classification  : — 

The  ethical  methods  are  first  divided  into  two  great 
classes—  i 

A.  Unpsyohological— which  seeks  to  determine 
the  supreme  Good  for  man  by  reference  to  the  nature  of 
the  Non-Ego.     This  can,  again,  be  subdivided  into — 

(a)  Metaphysical— which  seeks  to  deduce  the 
idea  of  the  supreme  Good  either  from  the  nonmenal  side 
of  the  world,  or  from  the  nature  of  God.  And  this  can 
be  viewed  in  two  ways  : — 

(i)  Transcendental— which  regards  God  as 
transcending  the  world  in  all  respect.    ;  Plato  )■ 

(ii)  Immanental— which  regards  God  as  wholly 
co-extensive  and  co-evel  with  the  world.     (  Spinoza  ). 

(b)  Physical — which  derives  the  idea  of  the 
supsiieme  Good  fix)m  the  phenomenal  side  of  the  world. 
(  Comte  >. 

B.  Fsychological— which  seeks  to  determine 
the  supreme  Good  by  studying  the  nature  of  the  Ego 
itseM.    This  can  be  subdivided  into— 
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(a)  Idiopsychologlcal-^ccording  to  which  the 
'idea  of  duty  or  Moral  Law  is  unique,  inexph'cable,  and 
irreducible  to  any  other  idea.     (  Martineau  ). 

(b)  Hetero-psychological—which  denies  the 
unique  and  inexplicable  character  of  duty  or  Moral 
Law,  and  seeks  to  derive  its  idea  from  non-moral  ele- 
ments.   This  can,  again,  be  divided  into-^ 

(i)  Hedonistic— which  seeks  to  explain  the  rfglit- 
ness  or  wrongness  of  human  conduct  by  reference  to 
pleasure  or  pain  produced  by  it.  This  can  be  subdivided 
into —  . 

(i)  Non-evolutional— according  to  which  duty 
is  determined  by  the  love  of  pleasure  or  "self-seeking" 
or  "fear  of  mau".    (  Hume,  I3entham,  Mill,  Bain,  &c  ). 

(ii)  Evolutional— which  seeks  to  derive  the  idea 
of  duty  from  conduct  which  secures  perfect  adjustment 
between  the  man's  organism  and  its  environment.  (  H. 
Spencer  ). 

(2)  Dianoetic — which  identifies  the  Right-  with 
the  True.     (  Cudworth,  Clarke  and  Price  )'. 

(3)  Aesthetic — which  identifies  the  Right  with 
the  Beautiful.  -  (  Shaftesbury  and  Hutcheson  ). 

Criticism — Like  Dr.  Sidgwick,  Dr.  Martineau  also 
seems  to  have  confounded  theory  with  method.  His 
classification  may  be  interpreted  as  a  classification  of 
both  theory  and  method.  But,  as  we  have  found,  they 
are  not  identical.  No  doubt,  every  theory  has  a  method. 
But  we  may  arrive  at  the  same  theory  by  different 
methods,  just  as  we  may  arrive  at  a  destination  by 
different  roads.    For  instance.  Hedonism  may  be  arrired 
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at  by  a  psychological  as  well  as  by  an  unpsychological 
method.  The  modern  hedonists  as  Hume,  Bentham/ 
Mill,  13ain,  &c.  arrived  at  their  theory  by  the  former, 
while  the  ancient  hedonists  as  Aristippus,  Epicurus.  &c. 
by  the  latter.  Agfiin,  Dr.  Martineau,  considers  Hedo- 
nism psychological  and  Positivism  unpsychological  ; 
but  really  both  of  them  are  closely  allied  to,  or  rather 
based  upon,  phenomenalism  which  is  called  by  him 
physical,  i.  e.  unpsychological.  Still  again,  Dr.  Marti- 
neau calls  his*own  method  idiopsychological,  and  that 
of  the  Aesthetic  School  hetero-psychological  ;  but  really 
there  is  very  little  distinction  between  his  own  intuition- 
ism  and  the  Moral  Sense  theory  of  the  latter  school. 
These  facts  are  sufficient  to  show  that  hi^  classification 
is  defective  and  therefore  unacceptable,  (  see  also  Types 
of  Ethical  Tlieory,  vol  I.  p.  9.,  where  he  himself  admits 
that  the  same  theories  have  been  arrived  at  by  different 
methods.  ). 

HI.  The  two  kinds  of  classificalion  of  ethical  methods 
as  discussed  above  have  been  found,  on  examination, 
jto  be  the  classifications  of  ethical  theories.  What  is, 
then,  the  true  ethical  method  ?  To  ascertain  this  we 
;iiust  take  into  consideration  the  various  methods  adop- 
ted by  the  different  ethical  schools.  All  these  various 
methods  may  be  brought  under  two  great  classes  : — 
(i)  empirical  or  scienii/ic,  and  (2)  speculative  or  meta- 
physical. 

(i)  Empirical  or  scientific  method  :— The 
contemporary  writers  have  given  different  forms  to  this 
class  of  the  ethical  methods. 
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(a)  According  to  H.  Spencer. and  other  evolutionary 
writers  the  true  method  of  ethics  is  physical  and  biologi- 
cal. Conduct  as  defined  by  Spencer  is  "acts  adjusted 
to  ends",  and  what  we  call  moral  conduct  is  the  highly 
developed  form  of  conduct  which  it  assumes  in  the  last 
stage  of  its  evolution,  and  has  survived  and  been  pre- 
served according  to  the  universal  law  of  evolution  by 
"natural  selection''  or  "survival  of  the  fittest".  The 
moral  conduct  thus  differing  from  other  conduct  only 
in  quantity,  not  in  quality,  the  science  of  Ethics  is  also 
a  natural  science  dealing  with  the  moral  phenomena 
exactly  in  the  same  way  as  other  natural  sciences  deal 
with  the  phenomena  of  nature.  Even  Prof.  Alexander 
and  Sir  Leslie  Stephen,  who  recognise  "the  inner  signi- 
ficance of  conduct  as  the  expression  of  character",  would 
not  hesitate  in  explaining  the  moral  phenomena  by  the 
evolutionary  laws  of  "struggle  for  existence"  and  "survi- 
val of  the  fittest".  The  obvious  defects  of  this  theory 
are  that  it  has  confused  the  history  of  the  moral  pheno- 
mena with  their  inoral  value  or  validity, — "is''  or  "must" 
of  them  with  their  "ought-to-be".  It  is  one  thing  to 
show  how  they  have  come  to  be  what  they  are,  it  is 
another  thing  to  show  why  they  should  be  so.  Hence 
the  science  of  Ethics  is  not  a  natural  science,  and  its 
method  is  not  the  method  of  the  Physical  science  or 
Biology.     (  see  Book  II,  Chap.  V.  3,  4,  5,  ). 

(b)  Some  other  writers  such  as  Hume,  Bentham, 
Mill,  Bain,  &c,  recognising  this  peculiarity  of  moral 
facts,  have  adopted  \!nei  psychological  method.  They  urge 
that  all  moral  phenomena  are  phenomena   of  conscious- 
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ness — psychological  phenomena,  and  therefore  admit  of 
psychological;  treatments  ;  and  that  the  function  of 
Ethics  as  a  science  thus  consists  merely  in  the  classi- 
fication of  the  motives  or  ends  from  which  men  act,  the 
analysis,  simplification  and  unification  of  all  complex 
mental  activities,  the  tracing  up  the  genesis  of  cons- 
cience, and  showing  how  the  idea  of  "should  be"  has 
been  gradually  developed  out  of  the  knowledge  of  the 
"Is"  of  human  life.  Such  is  the  psychological  Ethics. 
This  view  labours  under  the  same  confusion  as  the 
preceding.  In  this  case,  as  in  the  preceding,  the  actual 
is  confounded  with  the  ideal — "is"  or  "must"  with  "oughl- 
to-be".  As  Prof.  James  Seth  truly  observes  :  "Psycho- 
logy is  perfectly  competent  to  provide  a  phenomenology 
of  the  moral  conscioiisness,  it  remains  for  ethical  philo- 
sophy to  interpret  the  meaning  of  those  phenomena." 
Hence  Ethics  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  branch  of  Psycho- 
logy and  its  method  as  a  psychological  one. 

(c)  Some  writers,  again,  regard  the  true  method  of 
Ethics  as  the  historical  or  genetic.  This  is  particularly 
the  view  of  the  evolutionists  in  general,  and  H.  Spencer, 
President  Schurmari,  and  Sir  Leslie  Stephen  in  particu- 
lar ;  and  is  closely  allied  to  the  biological  method.  This 
view  is  based  on  the  supposition  that  "to  understand 
any  phenomenon  is  to  know  its  genesis  :  being  and 
becoming  are  one  and  the  same.  And  since  there  is  an 
evolution  of  morality,  as  of  all  else,  the  clue  to  its  expla- 
nation will  be  found  in  the  process  of  its  historical 
development.  Ethics  assumes,  therefore,  the  universal 
form  of  current  science,  and  becomes  a  study  of  origins." 
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The  main  and  primary  function  of  Ethics  consists,  thus, 
only  in  tracing  the  origin  and  development  of  the  moral 
ideas  and  institutions  —in  describing  the  process  by  which 
they  have  come  to  be  what  they  are.  Thus  Ethics  has 
been  reduced  to  be  a  mere  department  of  Sociology. 
The  defects  of  this  view,  like  those  of  the  preceding,  are 
that  it  confounds  the  history  of  the  moral  phenomena 
with  their  meaning  or  valivity — the  actual  with  the  ideal. 
As  Prof.  James  Seth  truly  remarks  :  "Ethics  is  interested 
in  historical  facts,  not  as  facts,  but  as  containipg  the 
partial  revelation  of  an  ideal  without  which  the  history 
itself  would  be  impossible.  It  is  not  in  the  historical 
facts  themselves,  but  in  their  eternal  meaning  and  ulti- 
mate explanation,  that  the  ethical  interest  centres. 
Ethics  is,  like  logic  and  aesthetic,  a  normative  or  ideal 
science.  Its  business  is  the  discovery  of  the  moral  ideal 
or  criterion  and  appreciation  of  actual  morality  in  terms 
of  this  ideal."  (  A  study  of  Ethical  Principles,  second 
edition,  p.  26  \ 

(d)  From  the  above  it  is  plain  that  the  true  method 
of  Ethics  is  not  any  one  of  the  methods  adopted  by 
Physics,  Biology,  Psychology  and  Sociology.  Is  not 
then  the  true  method  of  Ethics  scientific  at  all  ?  Profs. 
Muirhead  and  James  Seth  are  of  opinion  that  the  true 
method  of  Ethics  is  scientific  in  the  sense  that  all  the 
general  characteristics  of  a  scientific  method  are  possessed 
by  it,  even  although  it  is  not  wholly  the  method  of  any 
particular  science  as  mentioned  above.  Prof.  Muirhead 
argues  thus  :  the  science  of  Ethics,  like  any  other 
science,  aceumtely  observes  the  phenomena  under  investi- 
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gation,  classifies  them  according  to  their  most  significant 
diiiferences,  and  explains  them.  But  there  are  lower  and 
higher  forms  of  explanation.  An  explanation  may  con- 
sist in  referring  a  phenomenon  to  its  cause,  and  a  law  to 
a  higher  law  or  laws.  This  is  lower  form  of  explanation. 
But  the  higher  form  of  explanation,  though  including 
the  lower,  goes-  further  and  consists  in  showing,  first, 
that  the  phenomenon  under  investigation  is  an  integral 
part  of  an  organic  system,  and  secondly,  that  the  condi- 
tions of  its  existence  are  the  aggregate  of  the  relations 
in  which  it  stands  to  other  phenomena  as  similarly 
integral  members  of  the  system  and  to  the  system  itself. 
Or  in  other  words,  it  consists  in  showing,  not  only  the 
causal  relation,  but  also  the  organic  relation  of  the 
phenomenon  to  other  phenomena.  Only  in  this  way 
the  phenomenon  is  fully  explained.  "I  claim  then  for 
ethics,"  writes  Prof  Muirhead,  "that  it  is  a  science  in  the 
same  sense  as  any  one  of  the  physical  or  natural  sciences. 
It  aims  at  explaining  moral  judgments  as  astronomy 
aims  at  explaining  the  motions  of  the  planets  or  geo- 
metry the  properties  of  figures,  by  showing  their  place 
in  a  system  which  cannot  exist  as  a  consistent  whole 
without  them.  Thus,  to  anticipate,  the  judgment  that 
theft  is  wrong  is  not  explained  by  merely  referring  it  to 
a  moral  sense  or  feeling,  or  to  the  decree  of  a  divine 
will,  but  by  showing  that  disregard  for  other  people's 
property  is  inconsistent  with  that  system  of  mutual 
relations  which  we  call  social  life."  (Elements  of 
Ethics  p.  28  ). 

Prof.  James  Seth  also  maintains  that  the  true  method 
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of  Ethics  is  scientific.  His  argument  is  this  :  even  al- 
though the  normative  sciences  deal  with  'the  judgments 
of  value,  and  the  natural  sciences  with  the  judgments  of 
facts,  there  is  no  distinction  with  regard  to  their  method. 
"The  method  of  science  is  always  the  same,  namely,  the 
systematisation  of  our  ordinary  judgments  through  their 
reduction  to  a  comrnon  unifying  principle,  or  through 
their  purification  from  inconsistency  with  one  another. 
Whether  these  judgments  are  judgments  of  fact,  or  judg- 
ments of  value,  makes  no  difference  in  the  method. 
There  is  nothing  mysterious,  or  superior,  or  "metaphysi- 
cal" in  the  procedure  of  the  normative  sciences  ;  it  is 
the  plain,  unmetaphysical,  strictly  scientific  method, 
only  applied  in  a  different  field — to  a  different  subject- 
matter.  It  is  merely  this  difference  in  the  subject-matter 
that  I  have  desired  to  assert  and  to  emphasise.  The 
business  of  ethics,  for  example,  is,  like  the  business  of 
physics,  simply  to  organise  the  judgments  of  common- 
sense  or  ordinary  thought.  There  is  a  "common-sense" 
of  value,  as  there  is  a  "common-sense"  of  fact  ;  and  there 
is  a  science  of  value,  as  there  is  a  science  of  fact.  The 
function  of  the  former  science,  as  of  the  latter,  is  simply 
to  make  common-sense  coherent  and  consistent  with 
itself."     (  A  Study  of  Ethical  Principles,   eighth  edition, 

P-  35  ). 

(2)  Speculative  or  metaphysical  method 
of  Ethics  : — We  have  found  that  Ethics  is  a  normative 
science  ;  it  is  primarily  concerned  with  the  investigation 
of  the  "norm"  or  the  ideal  of  human  life,  and  that  in  so 
far  as  this  task  of  Ethics  is  concerned  it  is  more  closely 
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allied  to  Metaphysics  than  any  other  science,  The  cen- 
tral problem  of  Ethics  is  not,  "What  are  the  facts  or 
phenomena  of  morality  ?  but,  How  are  we  to  interpret 
the  facts  ;  what  is  their  ultimate  significance  ?"  Now, 
this  problem  is  really  the  problem  of  Metaphysics,  It 
is  only  Metaphysics  that  investigates  the  ultimate  signi- 
ficance of  things,  while  sciences  rest  content  with  their 
relative  significance.  "The  scientific  moralists  insist 
on  taking  moral  facts  in  abstraction  from  their  bearing 
on  the  whole  theory  of  the  cosmos.  So  taken,  they 
assume  the  character  of  mere  facts,  they  lose  their  ethi- 
cal meaning.  An  adequate  ethical  view  is  not  reached, 
a  satisfactory  explanation  of  morality  is  not  attained, 
so  long  as  we  separate  morality  either  from  nature  or 
from  God.  Reality  is  one  and  its  elements  must  be 
seen  in  their  mutual  relation  if  they  are  to  be  under- 
stood as  in  reality  they  are.  Ethics  is  therefore  insepa- 
rable from  Metaphysics,  and  it  needs  no  'ingenious 
sophystry'  to  'force  them  into  relation'."  (  Prof.  J.  Seth, 
A  Study  of  Ethical  Principles,  second  edition,  pp.  31-32), 
These  considerations  evidently  prove  that  the  true 
method  of  Ethics  is,  ai  least  partly,  metaphysical. 

The  introduction  of  metaphysical  method  into  ethical 
investigation  is  not  entirely  modern.  Almost  all  the 
ancient  writers  descended  into  Ethics  from  Metaphysics. 
They  tried  to  explain  moraPphenomena  by  reference  to 
metaphysical  principles.  Plato  identified  ethical  notions 
with  metaphysical  ;  and  all  the  pantheistic  writers  left 
no  gap  between  Ethics  and  Metaphysics  or  Theology. 
In  modern  times,  the  dogmatic  rationalists  of  the  Carte- 
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sian  school,  by  introducing  the  doctrine  of  "innate 
ideas''  evidently  adopted  the  speculative  or  a  priori 
method  ;  and  the  Hegelian  school  seems  to  be  more 
inclined  to  the  metaphysical  method  than  the  scientific, 
(iv)  The  true  method  of  Ethics  both  sci- 
entific and  metaphysical  .-—Thus  vt'e  find  that 
there  are  two  rival  theories  with  regard  to  the  nature 
of  the  true  method  of  Ethics.  "From  the  very  first  the 
the  atterhpt  at  an  empirical  deduction  of  ethical  princi- 
ples has  been  opposed  to  the  a  priori  theory  of  their  ori- 
gin." We  have  found  that  the  method  of  Ethics  is  not  the 
method  of  Physics,  Biology,  Psychology,  or  Sociology, 
Yet,  some  as  Profs.  Muirhead  and  James  Seth  maintain 
that  the  ethical  method  is  scientific  inasmuch  as  the  func- 
tion of  Ethics  and  the  function  of  the  natural  sciences 
are  the  same — viz,  observation,  classification  and  explana- 
tion of  phenomena, although  the  former  is  concerned  with 
the  moral  phenornena  and  the  latter  with  the  physical. 
This  view,  thus,  confines  the  function  of  Ethics  wholly 
to  the  organisation  and  interpretation  of.  the  moral 
phenomena  without  including  in  it  also  the  investigation 
of  the  ultimate  significance  of  those  phenomena,  there- 
by separating  the  "science  of  Ethics"  from  the  "meta- 
physics of  Ethics."  The  following  reasons  are  given  .for 
such  separation  :  "Neither  the  natural  nor  the  no  rmative 
sciences  deals  with  the  question  of  their  own  ultimate 
validity.  It  is  the  function  of  metaphysics  to  act  as 
critic  of  the  sciences  :  the  sciences  do  not  criticise  them- 
selves. Each  assumes  the  validity  of  its  own  standpoint, 
and  of  its  own  system  of  judgments."     (  Prof.  J.  Seth, 
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A  Study  of  Ethical  Principles,  eighth  edition,  p.  31  ). 
Yet,  in  the  second  edition  of  his  book,  (  p.  28  )  he  writes 
thus/'  "Only  I  would  claim  for  ethics  in  addition  to 
thetiarrower  task  of  science,  even  so  conceived,  the 
larger  philososophic  task.  As  already  indicated,  the 
science  ofEthics  must  have  for  its  complement  an  ethi- 
cal philosophy  or  a  raetapliysics  of  ethics.''  Thus^  what 
he  said  in  tiie  second  edition  of  his  book  he  changed  in 
the  eighth  edition.  But  even  in  the  latter  edition  he  was 
compelled  to  admit  :  "  A  judgment  of  value  is  specula- 
tive —we  might  almost  say  metaphysical — in  a  sense  in 
which  a  judgment  of  fact  is  not  speculative  or  meta- 
physical. Its  point  of  view  is  transcendental,  not  empiri- 
cal. It  follows  that  the  science  which  organises  sucli 
judgments  into  a  system  is  also  transcendental,  and,  in 
that  sense,  metaph3'sical.  Yet  such  a  science  is  not 
strictly    to    be    identified    with    metaphysics."     (  Ibid. 

p.  34  )• 

The  truth  is.  Ethics,  being  a  normative  science,  is 
both  a  science  and  metaphysics  at  the  same  time  ;  and 
its  method  is  both  scientific  and  metaphysical.  This 
view  agrees  with  the  definition  of  Ethics  we  have 
arrived  at  above.  We  have  found  there  that  the  primarv 
function  of  Ethics  is  to  investigate  the  supreme  end  of 
hfe,  its  secondary  function  being  to  organise  and  inter- 
pret the  moral  phenomena  by  reference  to  the  concep- 
tion of  that  end.  The  former  function  is  evidently 
metaphysical,  and  the  latter  is  scientific.  The  indirect 
function  of  Ethics  which  closely  relates  it  to  Psj'-chology, 
Sociology,  Politics,  &c.  also   makes  its   method  partly. 
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scienlific.  Prof.  W.  Wundt  is  of  similar  opinion.  He 
writes  thus  in  his  Ethics,  (  English  translation,  part  I. 
pp.  i6 — 17  )  :  "If  then  a  particular  investigation,  lying 
within  the  special  domain  of  the  empirical  method,  is 
inadequate  of  itself  to  furnish  us  with  principles  by 
whose  aid  we  can  gain  an  understanding  of  the  facts  of 
the  moral  world,  the  only  thing  to  do  is  to  make  the 
whole  range  of  these  facts  themselves  the  basis  of  our 
inquiry.  As  may  easily  be  foreseen,  empirical  observa- 
tion, in  ethical  as  in  natural  science,  will  lead  to  postu- 
lates which  are  not  themselves  immediate  facts  of 
experience,  but  which  must  be  added  to  these  in  order 
to  make  their  interconnection  intelligible.  But  principles 
that  possess  this  character  of  postulates  cannot  ever,  be 
really  discovered,  but  only  the_  way  paved  for  their  dis- 
covery, by  the  empirical  method.  Their  actual  discovery 
is  the  task  of  speculation  ;  and  speculation,  in  its  turn, 
can  look  for  a  permanent  result  of  its  efforts  only  when 
it  has  full  and  complete  possession  of  the  gathered  store 
of  critically  tested  scientific  experience." 

"In.this  way  the  speculative  method  receives  its 
dues  along  with  the  empirical.  The  valid  objection 
against  the  prevailing  tendencies  of  speculative  ethics  is 
urged  not  against  the  method  itself,  but  against  the  way 
in  which  it  is  applied.  Ethics  is  neither  a  purely  specu- 
lative nof  a  purely  empirical  discipline  ;  like  every 
general  science,  it  is  empirical  and  speculative  at  the 
same  time.  lUit  in  ethics  as  elsewhere  it  follows  from 
the  natural  course  of  our  thinking  about  tilings  that  the 
empirical  procedure  must  come   before   the  speculative. 
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Observation   must   furnish   the    materials    with    which 
speculation  erects  its  structure." 

"In  so  far  as  ethics  avails  itself  of  speculation  it  is  a 
metaphysical  discipline.  For  any  investigation  is  meta- 
physical which  is  concerned  with  those  assumptions  as 
to  the  ultimate  nature  of  things  that  are  not  immediately 
accessible  to  experience.  *  *  But  although  the  em- 
pirical and  speculative  methods  must  be  separated  for 
the  treatment  of  etiiical  problems  they  are  not  to  be 
regarded  as  two  entirely  different  forms  of  thought.  It 
is  rather  true  that  they  are  complimentary  constituents  of 
one  atid  the  same  mode  of  procedure'.' 


CHAPTER  IV. 

The  Psychological  basis  of  Ethics 

(  Moral  and  non-moral  actions  ;    analysis  of  Desire, 
Intention,  Motive,  End  and  Volition. ) 

I.     Necessity  of  psychological   basis  :— 

Ethics  investigates  the  supreme  good  of  human  life,  or 
the  ultimate  end  of  human  conduct.  But  to  know  the 
supreme  good  of  human  life  we  must  know  beforehand 
what  human  life  is  ;  and  similarly,  to  know  the  ultimate 
end  of  human  conduct  we  must  Know  beforehand  what 
conduct  is.  Or  in  other  words.  Psychology  as  the  natu- 
ral science  of  human  life,  or  conduct,  must  precede  Ethics 
as  the  norniative  science  of  such  life,  or  conduct.  (  see, 
above.  Chapter  II,  §  i. ).  Such  being  the  case,  it  is 
generally  found  that  the  inadequacies  and  defects  of  an 
ethical  theory  are  largely  due  to  those  of  the  underlying 
psychological  theory.  This  is  firmly  corroborated  if  we 
tarefully  examine  the  history  of  ethical  theories  from 
ancient  to  modern  times.  In  both  ancient  and  modern 
thought  we  find  two  opposite  types  of  ethical  theory 
closely  allied  to  two  opposite  types  of  psychological 
doctrine.  The  former  type  is  directly  based  upon  that 
psychological  view  of  human  nature  which  regards  it  as 
simply  sentient,  and  the  latter  on  that  which  regards  it 
as  purely  rational.  In  very  remote  time,  in  India,  we 
have  the  illustration  of  the  former  in  Charvakism  and  in 
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the  hedonism  as  taught  in  the  Sanhitas  and  Brahmanas; 
whereas  the  illustration  of  the  latter  is  found  in  tiie  pure 
rationalism  as  taught  in  the  Sankhya  philosophy,  and  in 
the  Vedanta  as  interpreted  by  Sankara.  Later  on,  in 
Greece,  Plato  and  Aristotle  had  "each  a  double  repre- 
sentation of  the  virtuous  life,  corresponding  to  the  dua- 
lism which  they  discovered  in  man's  nature — a  lower 
and  a  higher  life,  according  as  the  lower  or  the  higher 
nature  finds  play".  Even  although  they  represented  the 
ordinary  virtuous  life  as  a  harmonious  life  of  passions 
affections,  and, desires  in  obedience  to  reason,  yet  both 
conceived  "the  highest  or  ideal  life  as  a  life  of  pure  rea- 
son or  intellectual  contemplation.''  These  two  opposite 
currents  of  ethical  thought  then  passed,  with  much  grea- 
ter antithesis,  through  the  two  rival  theories,  one  of 
which  was  represented  by  the  Cyrenaics  ^nd  Epicureans, 
and  the  other  by  the  Cynics  and  Stoics,  to  the  ethics  of 
sensibility  or  Hedonism  in  its  different  forms,  and  to 
the  ethics  of  pure  reason  or  Rationalism  of  Kant  and  the 
Intuitionists  in  general,  in  modern  times. 

But  a  still  higher  view  of  human  nature  is  possible. 
Human  nature  is  not  purely  rational  or  purely  sentient, 
but  both  at  the  same  time.  The  concrete  self  is  a  rati- 
onal self  working  and  realising  itself  in  and  through  the 
sentient — i.  e.  the  passions,  affections  and  desires.  Hence 
both  Hedonism  and  Rationalism  are  one-sided  or  abs- 
tract, because  they  are  based  upon  abstact  views  of 
human  nature.  "The  half-view  of  human  life  rests  upon 
a  half-view  of  human  nature."  The  real,  concrete,  whole 
man  is  cut  into  two — a  rational  half  and  a  sentient  half. 
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Each  of  the  rival   theories  grasps  one  half,   throwing  off 
the  other.  Hence  the  dualism— false  if  taken  absolutely,  \ 
true  if  taken    relatively.     But   true   psychology   reveals 
man  to  be  a  whole — an  organic  unity  of  reason  and  sen- 
sibility ;  in  a  word,  he  is  will  in  which  both  reason  and 
sensibility   meet   and   are   reconciled.     Hence   the  true 
moral  life  is  the  life  of  the  whole  man,  of  the  njoral  per-- 
son  ;   and  the  true   ethics   is  the   ethics   of  personcility. 
This  third  current  of  ethical  thought — this  ethics  pf  perr 
sonality  or  reconciliation— was  first  taught  by  the  Hindu 
sages  in  the  Upanishads,  or  in  the  Vedanta,  an  epitqme 
of  them,   as  interpreted  by   Ramanuja  and  Nimbafjf a, 
(  see.  Book  H,  Chap.  VI ).     Aristotle  had   a   glimpse  of 
it  in  his  Eudsemonism  as   propounded   in   the   Nicoma- 
cliean   Ethics.     But   this   ethical    doctrine    reappeared 
with  greater  emphasis  and   explicitness  in   Hegelianism 
in  modern  times  and   assumed   various   names  such  as 
Perfectionism,   Eudaeyoni'sm  and  Energism.    Thus   we 
find  that  three  distinct   psychological   views   of  human 
nature  are  at  the  root  of  three  distinct   types   of  ethical 
theory.     It  is  therefdre  impossible  for  Ethics  to  separate 
itself  from  Psychology.  We  come  to  the  same  conclusion 
if  we  consider  the  matter  from  the  standpoint  of  conduct . 
Conduct,   as   we  shall  find  in  the  sequel,   is  clpsely  con- 
nected with  motive,   intention,   desire,    character,  and 
volition  which  are  only  different   aspects  or  fmictiQUS  of 
the  self  regarded  as  will.     It  i§   therefore   indispensably 
necessary    to   analyse  and   examine   tlie  nature   of  aJJ 
these  psychical  elements  defore  we  can,  ^ith  any  .clei^- 
jjess,  enter  ijjto  jthe  disGjUssiipn  of.ni^tJ,efs  purely  £,t))|<s?J.. 
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2.  Psychology  ofWiU  :— We  have  found  that 
the  moral  life  is  a  life  of  will  determined  and  regulated 
by  the  conception  of  the  supreme  good  or  the  ultimate 
end.  What  is,  then,  will  ?  "  Will  is  a.  word  tradition- 
ally used  to  explress  the  sum-total  of  all  our  perfor- 
mances— whether  in  the  form  of  physical  movement  or 
of  more  purely  intellectual,  aesthetical  and  ethical  pur- 
suits, under  the  'guidance' — as  we  say  of  reason,  and 
because  of  the  'motives'  furnished  by  our  various  emo- 
tions, sentiments,  and  desires.  Thus  ''willing' :  (Wollen) 
comes  to  be  almost  co-extensive  in  our  thought,  with 
that  entire  sphere  of  "acting"  (  Handeln  ),  and  even  of 
"doing'  (  Thun  ), .  which  we  call  our  own."  (  Prof. 
Ladd,  Psychology,  p.  609  '..  Thus,  in  this  wide  sense, 
the  phenomena  of  will  include  all  active  manifestations 
from  the  simplest  to  the  most  complex  and  developed. 
The  simpler  manifestations  of  will  are  generally  termed 
'•conation,"  while  the  higher  andjnore  complex  phases 
are  called  '-vohtion''. 

Nature  of  Conation  :— Being  the  primitive  and 
the  simplest  manifestation  of  will,  'conation  cannot  be 
logically  defined.  "We  cannot  define  what  it  is  to  be 
active  or  to  do  ;  for  there  are  no  simpler  terms  than 
these  same  words — 'to  be  active'  and  'to  do'— by  which 
to  describe  such  experience."  We  can  however  classify 
all  conative  phenomena  in  two  ways  :  (a  all  the  bodily 
movements  carried  out  by  the  'voluntary'  muscles  fall 
under  conation.  So  that  ihey  should  be  carefully  distin- 
guished from  those  movements  of  th6  organism  which  are 
unconscious.  We  may  then  say  that  conation  includes  all . 
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movements  that  are  accompanied  by  consciousness,  and 
are  marked  off  as  psychical  actions.  In  this  broad  sense, 
conation  includes  the  blind  primitive  ttiovements. 
{b)  But  will  does  not  manifest  itself  only  in  the  move- 
ments of  the  organism,  but  also  in  the  movements  of 
the  mind.  Thus  all  active  process  of  attention  or  con- 
centration— ''the  determination  of  the  direction  and 
amount  of  attention — the  fixing  and  distribution  of 
mental  energy  in  the  so-called  field  of  consciousness'' — 
comes  under  conation.  "Thus  it  is  that  when  we  con- 
ceive of  ourselves  as  "doing  something,*  it  is  always 
either  in  "the  way  of  moving  some  of  the  bodily  members 
so  as  to  accomplish  a  certain  end,  or  else  in  the  way  of 
voluntarily  controlling  the  ideas,  thoughts,  feelings,   and 

other  forms  of  mental  life.  In  general  it  may  be 

said  that  all  mental  life  manifests  itself  to  the  subject 
of  that  life  as  being,  in  one  of  its  fundamental  aspects, 
its  own  spontaneous,  activity."  (  Prof.  Ladd,  Primer  of 
Psychology,  pp.  194— 9?  )• 

Nature  of  volition  : — "Those  'blind  acts  of  will' 
or  'mere   conations'    which   account   for   many   of  the 

(  primitive  )  movements become   more   and   more 

displaced  by  acts  of  will  that  show  intelligence  and 
foresight.  Such  an  act  of  will  may  then  be  called  a 
'volition'.  A  volition  thus  implies  a  certain  develop- 
ment of  will,  and  not  of  will  alone  (  as  though  this  were 
possible  ),  but  of  all  the  connected  conscious  powers  of 
the  mind.  It  may  be  defined  as  a  definite  conation  (  or 
conscious  doing  )  directed  toward  realizing  some  end 
that  is  pictured  before   the  mind,   preceded  or  accom- 
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panied  by  a  condition  of  desire,  and  usually  accom- 
panied or  followed  by  a  feeling   of  effort.   More 

or  less  clearly,  however,  every  volition  is  an  act  of 
will  which  knows  what  it  wants/'  (  Ibid,  p  199  ).  (  see 
also  Prof.  Stout)  Manual  of  Psycholog)'-,  second  editioiij 
pp-,  599— 601  ). 

(a)  The  iuToluntary  roots  of  iroluntary 
ino'/emeuts  : — Our  nature  is  endowed,  from  the  very 
beginnings  with  some  tendencies  or  impulses  to  activity, 
e-.  gi  the  yearning  after  happiness,  the  impulse  towards 
perfection  or  self-development,  and  the  instinct  oi  self- 
preservation.  From  the  definition  of  voluntary  move- 
ment it  is  evident  that  an  idea  of  the  movement  must 
be  present  in  the  mind  of  the  agent,  and  consequently, 
in  order  to  have  tliat  idea  the  movement  itself  must  be 
initiated  and  performed,  in  the  first  instance,  not  by 
the  will  of  the  agent,  but  by  some  blind  impulse  of  his 
nature.  This  original  and  instinctive  factor  shows  itself 
first  in  the  form  of  some  vague  impulse — ^^a  vagiie  process 
of  craving  or  striving.  The  primitive  movements  thus 
initiMed  may  be  divided  into  the  following  classes. 

\d)  Kandom  movements  : — These  movements 
are  supposed  "to  originate  chiefly  in  'conation'  as  a 
blind  action  of  will,  without  any  conscious  end  to  be 
reached".  The  spasmodic  movements  of  the  infant,  such 
as  the  movements  of  the  arms,  legs,  &c.  are  instances 
in  point. 

(b)  Sensorl-motor  movements  :  Conscious 
Reflexes  :-But  the  spontaneous  self-movements  would 
abi  be  sufficifiiht  to  keep   up   the   organism  for  a  long 


MOfeAL   PHILOSOPHV.  53 

time  ;  for  life  consists  in  continuous  adjustment  of  -the 
organism  to  its  environment.  Hence  the  necessity  of 
a  class  of  movements  which  are  reactions  of  the  organism 
upon  the  external  stimuli,  (i)  Some  of  these  movements 
are  unconscious,  i.  e.  are  not  preceded  by  any  conscious 
element,  such  as  coughing,  sneezing,  breathing,  &c. 
(ii)  There  are  others  which  are  more  or,  less  initiated 
by  conscious  psychical  elements.  They  are  called  cons- 
cious Reflexes,  which  are  to  be  found  in  such  actions  as 
closing  the  fingers  over  small  objects  when  placed  on 
the  plams  of  the  hand,  closing  the  eye-lids  when  some- 
thing is  brought  close  to  the  eyes,  (iii)  There  is  another 
class  of  conscious  reflexes  which  are  the  acquired  results 
of  habit.  All  habitual  actions  are  of  this  nature.  Thus, 
brushing  away  a  fly  from  the  face,  stretching  out  the 
hand  to  stop  the  object  approaching  us,  the  reciprocation 
of  hand-shaking,  and  so  forth,  are  the  instances  of  this 
class  of  movements. 

(c)  Aestlieticc-motor  mo  /ements  :-They  repre- 
sent those  movements  "which  have  their  chief  psychical 
excitants  in  affective  consciousness,  in  feelingSj  as  having 
— ordinarily  if  not  always — a  tone  of  pleasure  or  pain." 
[d)  ImpulsiTe  or  instinctiire  morements  :- 
The  fourth  group  of  involuntary  movements  is  styled 
impulsive  or  instinctive  movements.  It  is  closely  allied 
to  the  group  of  conscious  reflexes,  but  marked  off  from 
it  by  its  complexity  and  intensity  of  feeling  accompany- 
ing the  sensational  element.  Most  of  the  actions  of  the 
lower  animals,  such  -as  the  building  instinct  of  the 
beaver,  the  hatching  instinct  of  the  birds,  and   so  forth, 
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are-of  this  class.  In  the  case  of  human  beiijgs  the  most 
common  and  apparent  instance  is  sucking.  The  most 
striking  characteristic  of  instinctive  movements  is  that 
its  source  lies  within^  "in  the  motor  centres,  rather  than 
in  the  external  strimulus,  and  is  guided  by  reference  to 
a  'silent'  or  unconscious  end.* 

(e)  Ideo-motor  movements  : — This  class  of 
movements  is  "excited,  chiefl)',  bj'  the  presence  of  an 
idea  in  consciousness."  In  this  case,  the  movement 
follows  directly  upon  either  the  idea  of  it  or  of  the  sen- 
sation attending  it,  as  in  the  preceding  case  it  folloYi^s 
upon  the  sensation  itself.  But,  yet,  the  movement  is 
not  strictly  voluntar}^  "We  are  aware  of  nothing,"  says 
Prof.  James,  "between  the  conception  and  the  execu- 
tion. *  *  *  We  think  the  act,  and  it  is  done.'' 
Most  of  the  highef  actions  of  our  life  are  included  in 
this  class  of  movements.  Ideo-motor  movements  are 
indispensably  necessary  for  the  economy  of  life.  If  we 
had  to  deliberate  and  decide  in  every  instance  our  life 
would  be  burdensome  ;  but  we  are  saved  from  much 
worry  of  life  when  a  train  of  ideas  takes  the  place  of 
volition  and  bears  us  smoothly  on  our  way. 

(_/)  Imitative  movements  :— This  class  com- 
prises those  movements  which  are  excited,  in  one  indivi- 
dual, "by  the  presentation  of  the  movements  resulting 
from  conscious  ideas  and  feelings  in  another  individual, 
without,  however,  awakening  the  ideas  of  feelings  them- 
selves, or  the  conscious  purpose  to  express  them.  In 
infants,  smile  answers  'in  imitation'  of  smile,  frown  of 
frown,  grimace  of  grimace,  &c." 
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(b   The  genesis  of  voluntary  mo  /ements  :- 

A  voluntary  movement  presupposes  experience.  We 
know  further  from  its  definition  that  not  only  an  idea  of 
the  movement  itself  but  also  an  idea  of  "end''  consisting 
in  the  attainment  of  some  results  of  the  movement 
must  precede  it.  As  man  has  no  prophetic  vision  of  his 
doing  and  its  results  from  the  beginning,  it  is  easy  to  see 
that  these  ideas  must  be  supplied  by  experience.  That 
is  to  say,  he  must  know  before  he  acts  the  nature  of  the 
action  to  be  executed,  the  results  to  be  aimed  at,  and 
the  necessary  causal  connection  between  the  action  .and 
its  results  ;  and  he  can  learn  these  only  from  experience. 
As  Prof.  Hoffding  puts  it  :  "the  involuntary  activity 
forms  the  basis  and  the  content  of  the  voluntary.  The 
will  is  in  no  way  creative,  but  only  modifying  and  selec- 
tive." (  Psychology,  Eng.  tr.  p  330  \  It  follows  from 
this  that  the  voluntary  movements  must  be  preceded  by 
involuntary  movements. 

Now,  these  primitive  movements,  or  the  primitive  im- 
pulses or  tendencies  to  these  movements  constitute  the 
"given"  materials  in  the  regulation  and  organisation  of 
which  volition  consists.  "The  beginnings  are  given  by 
nature.  But  these  primary  movements  and  their  sensa- 
tional correlates  are  vague  and  diffuse  ;  they  constitute  a 
"motor-continuum"  which  is  gradually  made  discrete  and 
definite.  This  occurs  largely,  as  we  have  seen,  involunta- 
rily. A  movement  is  determined  by  the  idea  of  the 
movement,  that  is,  by  the  anticipation  of  the  movement's 
sensible  effects,  without  the  explicit  intervention  of  will. 
Now  if  there  be  such  a  thing  as  voluntary  activity,  its 
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source  must  be  found  in  the  manipulation  of  the  ideas  of 
movements  already  made."  "Volition,  then,  consists  in 
the  direction  or  guidance  of  given  impulsive  tendencies 
or  propensities  to  act.  The  function  of  will  is  not  to  cre- 
ate, but '  to  direct  and  control.  The  impulsive  basis  of 
volition,  like  the  sensational  basis  of  knowledge,  is  given; 
the  former  is  the  datum  of  the  moral  life,  as  the  latter  is 
the  datum  of  the  intellectual  life.  Man  is,  to  begin  with 
,  and  always,  a  sentient  being,  a  creature  of  animal  sensi- 
bility. Such  sensibility  is  the  matter  of  which  will  is  the 
form,  the  manifold  of  which  will  is  the  unity.  That  or- 
ganisation of  impulse  which  is  already  accomplished  for 
the  animal  in  the  shape  of  instinct,  has  to  be  accompli- 
shed by  man  himself."  (  Prof  James  Seth,  A  Study  of 
Ethical   Principles,  pp.  42—43  ). 

But  this  is  not  all.  Human  activities  are  not  promp- 
ted by  blind  primitive  impulses  or  tendencies  only.  At 
least  in  developed  life  most  of  the  actions  are  initiated 
by  "desires"  and  "ideals" — new  kinds  of  forces — which 
arise  out  of  the  action  of  reason  upon  those  impulses  or 
tendencies.  In  words  of  Dr.  Martineau  we  may,  then, 
say  that  all  the  springs  of  action  are  not  primary,  but 
some  or  most  of  them  are  secondary.  Thus  hunger  is  an 
impulse  or  primary  spring  of  action,  while  desire  for  food 
is  a  secondary  spring  of  action.  Hence,  although  in  the 
undeveloped  form  of  life,  volition  consists  mainly  in 
regulating  and  organising  the  impulses,  because  desires 
and  ideals  are  few  and  far  between  in  it,  in  the  developed 
life  its  main  function  is  the  regulation  and  organisation 
of  desires  and  ideals. 
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(c)  The  analysis  of  the  process  of  iroli- 
tlon  : — The  process  of  volition,  at  least  in  its  fully 
developed  form,  may  be  analysed  into  the  following 
factors  : —  \ 

(i)  Faiise  or  iuhibitlou  :— When  two  or  more 
impulses  or  desires  contend  with  one  another  in  cons- 
ciousness, i.  e.  draw  the  mind  towards  the  attainment  of 
different  ends,  the  will  intervenes,  checks  or  inhibits 
them,  and  thereby  produces  a  state  of  pause  or  arrest  of 
action.  This  state  of  arrest  is  psychologically  very 
important;  because  it  shows  that  will  has  the  power  of 
control  over  the  blind  impulses  of  bur  nature  and  can 
break  the  continuity  of  the  merely  impulsive  life.  As 
Prof  J.  Seth  remarks  : — ^^"the  first  step  towards  the  con- 
trol of  animal  impulse,  towards  the  subjection  of  a 
master-idea,  is  to  postpone  its  realisation."  This  state 
does  not  imply  that  we  intend  to  drive  off  the  conten- 
ding impulses  or  desires  from  our  consciousness  ;  what 
it  really  means  is  that  we  intend  to  weigh  and  compare 
their  respective  value  and  importance  in  order  to  select 
one  to  the  exclusion  of  others.  As  Prof.  Stout  puts  it  : 
"very  often,  however,  the  thought  of  the  Self  does  not 
at  once  give  rise  to  a  decision,  positive  or  negative,  but 
only  to  arrest  of  action,  so  as  to  give  time  for  delibera- 
tion. It  may  be  that  the  way  in  which  this  or  that  line 
of  conduct,  if  realised,  would  affect  the  Self  as  a  whole 
past,  present,  future  and  ideal,  can  only  be  brought 
before  consciousness  with  sufficient  fulness  to  determine 
action  by  a  more  or  less  prolonged  train  of  thought. 
When  this  is  so,  the  concept  of  the  Self  as  a  whole  will 
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not  directly  tend  to  reinforce  or  suppress;  a  desire  ;  it 
will  rather  tend  to  postponement  of  action,  until  the 
concept  of  Self  and  of  the  action  and  its  consequences 
are  developed  in  such  detail  in  relation  to  each  other 
that- a  decision  becomes  possible."  (  A  Manual  of  Psy- 
chology, second  edition,  pp.  603 — 604  ). 

(ii)  Deliberation  : — The  stage  of  pause  or  arrest 
is  followed  by  -the  stage  of  deliberatien.  It  consists  in 
weighing  and  comparing  the  relative  value  and  impor- 
tance of  the  different  contending  impulses  or  desires  by 
reference  to  the  interest  of  the  Self  as  a  whole  as  con- 
ceived at  the  time.'  If  a  single  impulse  or  desire  is 
present  in  a  time  and  leads  immediately  to  action, 
the  action  will  not  be  strictly  voluntary.  In  fact,  in  a 
voluntary  act,  when  a  single  desire  seems  to  be  present, 
it  is  not  present  alone,  but  is  opposed,  at  least,  by  its 
antagonist,  viz  aversion  to  the  action,  with  more  or  less 
distinctness.  In  all  cases  of  voluntary  action,  there  is  a 
conflict  of  impulses  or  desires  drawing  the  mind  towards 
different  objects.  This  stage  of  conflict  is  what  is  known 
as  the  stage  of  deliberation.  In  this  stage,  the  agent 
does  not  merely  desire  objects,  and  then  immediately 
and  unthinkingly  proceeds  to  attain  them,  but  ponders 
over  them  by  considering  whether  the  attainment  of  any 
one  of  them  will  satisfy  the  Self  as  a  whole.  Thus  so 
long  as  deliberation  goes  on,  the  contending  desires  may 
be  regarded  as  "motives"  for  deciding  ;  when  we  arrive 
at  any  decision^  the  trimuphant  desires  becortie  "motives" 
for  action.  "Or,  to  put  the  case  in  another  way,  while 
the  process  of  deliberation  is  going  on,  the  competing 
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desires  are  regarded  as  possible  motives  for  actioij  ; 
when  the  decision  is  formed,  they  become  actual  motives 
for  action."  {  Prof.  Stout,  Manual  of  Psychology,  p.  605  ). 
(iii)  Decision  or  choice  : — The  stage  of  deli- 
beration is  a  stage  of  suspense  or  indecision.  It  is 
followed  by  the  stage  of  decision  or  choice.  After  due 
deliberation  one  Of  the  contending  desires  is  selected  or 
chosen  to  the  exclusion  of  the  others.  This  act  is  called 
the  act  of  choice,  decision,  or  resolution,  the  essence  of 
which  consists  in  that  the  agent  identifies  himself  in 
anticipation  with  the  object  of  the  selected  desire  and 
with  the  particular  line  of  action  required  to  attain  it. 
"While  deliberating,  we  are  making  up  our  mind,  and 
we  do  not  know  what  our  mind  is  going  to  be.  When 
we  have  formed  a  decision,  we  have  come  to  know  our 
own  mind.  The  conception  of  the  Self  has  become  fixed 
where  it  was  previously  indeterminate.  The  realisation 
of  one  line  of  conative  tendency  is  now  definitely  anti- 
cipated as  part  of  our  future  life-history  so  far  at  least  as 
external  conditions  will  allow  of  its  execution.  Opposing 
conative  tendencies  either  cease  to  operate,  or  they 
appear  only  as  difficulties  or  obstacles  in  the  way  of 
carrying  out  our  decision.     They  are  no  longer  regarded 

as   possible  motives   of  action With  the  full 

emergence  of  the  decision,  the  conflict  of  motives  as  such 

ceases In  a  perfect  volition,  opposing  impulses 

are  not  merely  held  in  check  ;  they  are  driven  out  of  the 

field.     If  they  continue  to  resist,  they  do  so   as   external 

obstacles  to   a  volition  already   formed.     They   are   no 

:  longer  motives  ;  they  are  on  the  same  footing  with   any 
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other  difficulty  in  the  way  of  attainment."  (  Prof.  Stout, 
Manual  of  Psychology,  pp.  606 — 607  ).  The  selected 
desire  is  commonly  called  "motive",  because  it  moves  the 
agent  to  act  in  a  particular  way.  If  the  realisation  of 
the  motive,  thus  formed,  is  delayed  for  some  reason,  the 
state  of  the  mind  in  relation  to  the  action  is  said  to  be  a 
state  of  resolution. 

It  is  to  be  added  that  when  the  motive  is  realised  by 
means  of  an  overt  act,  the  act  represents  the  external 
side,  and  desire,  deliberation,  choice  or  decision  and 
motive  constitute  the  internal  side,  of  the  whole  volition. 

From  the  above  it  is  manifest  that  "the  entire  process 
IS  one  of  selective  attention."  The  Will  cfr,  the  Self 
passes  from  one  impulse  or  desire  to  another,  and  finally 
fixes  its  attention  upon  one  to  the  entire  exclusion  of 
the  others.  Again,  the  act  of  choice  is  not  an  isolated 
act  ;  it  is  related  to  and  determined  by  the  nature  of  the 
Self  as  a  whole.  A  contending  desire  is  relative  to  a 
passing  state  of  the  Self,  while  the  selected  desire  or 
motive  is  relative  to  the  Self  as  a  whole.  Thus  choice 
or  selection  is  "an  activity  of  moral  apperception".  The 
selected  desire  is  incorporated  with  the  entire  life-history 
,  of  the  Self ;  a  new  element  comes  to  be  added  to  the 
old.  As  Prof  J.  Seth  puts  it  ;  "it  is  the  entire  man — 
the  self — that  makes  the  choice,  and  in  doing  so,  he 
takes  up  a  new  moral  attitude  ;  the  entire  moral  being 
undergoes  a  subtle  but  real  change."  "A  choice  is  there- 
fore an  organisation,  which  is  at  the  same  time  an  inte- 
gration or  assimilation,  of  impulses"  or  desires. 

We  are  now  going  to  analyse  and  examine  the  nature 
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of  desire,  motive,  intention,  and  end,  which  are  the 
essential  elements  involved  in  volition. 

(D)    Desire  :—    (  See  Book  II,  Chap.  II ). 

Object  of  desire  :—    (  See  Book  II,  Chap. 
Ill,  §  3,  and  Chap.  IV,  criticism,  ii,  i  ). 

(e)  Motive  : — We  have  found  above  that  a  mere 
desire  is  the  motive  for  decision,  and  when  selected 
by  the  will  it  becomes  the  moLi\re  for  action.  But  this 
view  is  not  universally  accepted.  It  is  therefore  neces- 
sary to  examine  the  different  views  maintained  with 
regard  to  the  true  nature  of  motive.  It  is  generally 
admitted  that  motive  is  that  which  moves  the  will,  i.  e. 
which  ?noves  or  induces  us  to  act  in  a  particular  way. 
Hence  motive  is  the  real  determinant  of  an  action.  But 
if  we  analyse  any  act  of  will  we  find  two  determining 
conditions  or  factors  involved  \i\ii— feeling' ?L\\di  desire. 
Now,  the  question  is,  which  of  them  is  the  true  motive, 
i.  e.  which  of  them  really  moves  us  to  act  ?  Let  us 
discuss  them  one  by  one. 

(A^  The  determinists  such  as  Hume,  Bentham,  Hain, 
and  their  followers  urge  that  pleasure  or  relief  from  pain 
is  the  ultimate  motive  of  all  action  ;  and  as  pleasure  is 
also  the  ultimate  object  of  desire,  it  is  easy  to  see  that 
pleasure  and  motive  are  identical  terras.  In  the  con- 
flict of  motives  the  strongest  one  prevails  and  influences 
the  will  to  act  in  a  particular  way.  The  conflict  of  mo- 
tives is,  therefore,  a  conflict  of  brute  strength  ;  and  the 
will  is  absolutely  impotent  to  resist  the  strongest  motive. 
The  action  follows  as  necessarily  from  the  strongest  mo- 
tive as  any  physical  event  flows  from  its  physical  caus^, 
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Criticism: — It  is  true  that' every  voluntary  ^wtioii 
is  preceded  by  feeling.  Thus,  a  philathropist's  action  is 
preceded  by  pleasure  arising  from  the  very  idea  of  do- 
ing good  to  humanity.  A  thief  feels  pleasure  at  the  very 
idea  of  possessing  otlier's  propert}'.  The  very  idea  of 
sucess  in  examination  gives  pleasure  to  a  student  who 
directs  all  his  activities  towards  the  attainment  of  that 
end.  But  it  is  equally  ,  true  that  this  feeling  cannot  be 
the  motive  of  an  action  in  the  true  sense  of  the  term. 
The  reasons  are  these  : — 

(a)  The  true  motive,  whatever  it  may  be,  must  be  . 
that  which  implies  an  end  that  we  mean  to  realise  by  an 
a-ction.  Hence  motive  always  contains  an  unrealised 
element.  But  feeling  as  an  actual  state  of  mind — .as  a 
state  which  we  actually  have  at  any  moment— -is  a  reali- 
sed  fact,  afid  tlierefore  cannot  be  the  true  motive.  Of 
course,  in  many  cases  we  say  that  we  are  moved  by 
feeling  ;  we  say  that  such  and  such  action  has  been 
prompted  by  fear,  anger,  or  jealousy.  Hut  it  should  be 
borne  in  mind  that  these  actions  are  not  strictly  volun- 
tary, because  the  will  is  here  prompted  to  action  by 
mere  blind  impulses,  but  not  by  any  idea  of  an  end  pre- 
conceived by  the  self  for  its  own  satisfaction. 

(b)  In  the  second  place,  feeling  has  no  moral  quality 
whatsoever.  The  motive  of  a  moral  i.  e.  voluntary  ac- 
tion must  have  moral  value,  a  non-moral  motive  cannot 
determine  an  action  which  is  moral.  Feeling  qua  fee- 
ling is  a  prychological  and  therefore  a  physical,  not  an 
ethical  fact.  It  is  therefore  as  non-moral  as  any  other 
pliysical  event.      Of  course  we  say   that  the  pleasure  of 
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doing  good  to  humatiity  is  morally  superior  to  that  of 
stealing  ;  the  pleasure  of  a  saint  is  morally  higher  than 
that  of  a  sinner.  But  here  the  moral  excellence  of  the 
feeling  arises  not  from  the  feeling  itgelf  as  a  state  of 
mind,  but  from  the  nature  of  the  object  with  which  it 
is  connected.  Thus  the  thief's  pleasure  arises  from  stea- 
ling which  itself  is  had  ;  while  the  philathropist  s  plea- 
sure arises  from  doing  good  to  humanity  which  itself  is 
good.  For  these  reasons  feeling'  cannot  be  regarded  as 
the  proper  motive  of  moral  i.  e.  voluntary  actions. 

{c)  Feeling  is  always  a  part  of  a  concrete  complex 
mental  state  ;  it  cannot  exist  apart  from  intellection  and 
volition.  Feeling  qua  feeling  i.  e.  regarded  as  an  in- 
dependent state  is  therefore  an  abstraction  and  thus  a 
non-entity.  (  See  Book  II,  chap,  IV,  criticism  §  iv. ).  So 
that  it  cannot  be  the  motive  of  an  action.  What  really 
moves  lis  to  action  is  always  a  concrete  coiTiplex  mental 
state  of  which  feeling  is  only  an  element.  The  real  mo- 
tive contains  therefore  an  element  of  feeling,  but  it  is 
more  than  feeling  and  contains  other  elements  cogni- 
tive and  volitional. 

(d)  Pleasure  is  not  the  only  object  of  desire.  There 
are  other  objects  which  are  equally  or  more  desired. 
(  see  Hook  II,  chap.  Ill,  §  3  ).  Hence  even  if  it  is  ad- 
mitted that  pleasure  can  be  the  motive  of  action,  it  can 
be  such  only  in  some  instances. 

(e)  If  it  is  urged  that  though  pleasure  or  relief  from 
pain  cannot  directly  be  the  motive  of  action,  their  idea 
can,  our  reiply  will  be  that  the  idea  of  pleasure  or  relief 
from  pain  is  no  pleastire,  as  the  idea  of  man  is  no  plan. 
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So  that  even  though  the  idea  of  pleasure  can  be  regar- 
ded as  the  possible  motive  of  action,  pleasur  as  an  actu- 
al state  of  feeling  cannot. 

(/)  Again,  if  feeling  cannot  be  the  possible  motive 
of  action,  the  "conflict  of  motives"  regarded  as  feelings 
must  be  meaningless  expression.  Still  more  meaning- 
less is  the  assertion  that  "the  strongest  motive  prevails" ; 
for  the  strength  or  intensity  of  a  motive  i.  e.  feeling  is 
determined  by  the  nature  of  the  complex  mental  state 
of  which  it  is  only  an  element  ;  and  this  complex  state 
has  not  only  this  intensity  but  also  quality.  What  can 
therefore  move  us  to  action  is  not  simply  the  greatest 
strength  or  intensity  which  a  motive  or  feeling  happens 
to  attain  in  a  conflict,  but  such  intensity  as  related  to 
the  quality  of  the  whole  complex  state  of  which  the 
motive  or  feeling  is  only  a  part  or  element.  Even  if  it 
is  supposed  that  the  expression  "the  strongest  motive 
prevails"  is  admissible,  an  action  determined  by  such 
motive  cannot  be  regarded  as  -voluntary,  because 
whether  the  will  chooses  it  or  not,  it  will  unfailingly 
lead  to  the  action. 

(g)  Finally,  feelings  are  so  heterogeneous  in  nature 
that  it  is  not  always  possible  to  estimate  their  respective 
strength.  This  is  admitted  by  Dr.  Bain.  He  says,  "the 
only  test  of  strength  of  motive  is  that  the  volition  fol- 
lows". If  it  is  asked,  how  do  we  know  that  the  volition 
follows  the  "strongest  motive",  not  any  other  ?  the 
answer  might  be,  because  the  motive  is  the  strongest. 
Hence  the  argunent  either  begs  the  question,  or  lands 
us  in    the  tautology  that  the  prevailing  motive  pre- 
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vails,    (  see  Martineau,   Study   of  Religion,   Vol  II,   pp. 
219-20  ). 

For  these  reasons  feeling  cannot  be   regarded   either 
as  the  possible  or  the  actual  motive  of  voluntary  action, 

IB)     May  we  then  say  that  desire  is  the  true  motive  ? 
The   upholders   of  the   doctrine   of  freedom  of  the  will 
urge  that  mere  desire   cannot   be   the   actual   motive  of 
action  ;  for  mere   desire  does   not   actually   move  us  to 
action  ;  it  simply   inclines  us   to   action,   i.  e,   tends  to 
move  us  to  action.  Hence,  before  we  are  actually  moved 
to  action — we  resolve  to  act  actually^a  further  step   is 
necessary,     This  is   the   choice  or  selection  of  a  desire. 
In  all  instances  of  voluntary  action,   as  we   have   found, 
two  or  more   desires  compete   with   one   another  and 
draw  us  in  different  directions  ;  will  then  intervenes  and 
selects  or  chooses  one  particular  desire  to  the   exclusion 
of  the  others,  by  attaining  the  object  of  which  it  means 
to  satisfy  the  Self  as  a  whole.     Hence   the   desire   thus 
selected  or  chosen  and  made  an  integral   part  of  the  Self 
as  a  whole,  is  the  true   motive   of  action.     This  motive 
may  be  a  single  desire,   or   a   system  of  desires  directed 
to  a  single  ultimate  object.     But   a   desire   cannot  be  a 
desire,    cannot  incline   us   to   action,   unless   it   is   the 
expression  of  at  least  a  passing  phase  of  character  ;  and 
the  motive  being  the  selected  desire,  it  is  the  expression 
of  the  character  as  a  whole  or  the   Self  as  a  whole.    So 
that,  ^'seeing  .that  motive  is  that  which  moves,   and  the 
will  is  not  moved  until  it  chooses,  it  seems  more  correct 
to  define  motive  finally  as  the  idea  of  the  object  which, 
through  congruity  with  thelcharacter  of  the  self,  moves 
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the  will."  (  Prof.  Muirhead,  Elements  of  Ethics,  p,  60  ). 
From  this  definition  of  motive  it  is  manifest  that  the  phrase 
"conflict  of  motives"  is  meaningless  or  even  self-contradic- 
tory. The  more  correct  expression  is  "conflict  of  desires." 
(F)  Inteution  : — The  nature  of  motive  necessarily 
leads  to  the  consideration  with  regard  to  the  nature  of 
its  relation  to  intention.  At  least  in  most  instances  the 
mental  attitude  towards  a  voluntary  action  is  not  consti- 
tuted by  motive  alone.  It  is  nearly  always  a  complex 
mental  structure  of  which  motive  forms  only  a  part. 
The  mental  attitude  as  a  whole  is  called  intention.  Thus 
intention  is  the  entire  psychological  antecedent  to 
voluntary  action.  What  are,  then,  the  distinction  as 
well  as  the  relation  between  motive  and  intention  ? 
"Bentham  formulated  this  distinction  by  defining  motive 
as  that  for  the  sake  of  which  an  action  is  done  ;  where- 
as the  intention  includes  both  that  for  the  sake  of 
which,  and  that  in  spite  of  whicli,  anything  is  done. 
Intention  is  thus  wider  than  motive.  The  former  may 
be  said  to  include  the  latter,  but  not  vice  versa.  For 
while  the  end  or  consequent  for  the  sake  of  which  the 
action  is  done  is,  of  course,  intended,  it  is  only  part  of 
the  intention,  and  is  sometimes  distinguished  from  other 
part  as  the  "ultimate  intention".  On  the  other  hand, 
the  consequences  of  the  intermediate  steps  or  the  means 
adopted  though  part  of  the  intention,  are  not  part  of 
the  motive."  (  Prof.  Muirhead,  Elements  of  Ethics, 
p,  6 1  ).  Prof.  Mackenzie,  Dr.  D'  Arcy  and  others  main- 
tain the  same  view.  Thus  motive  is  precisely  that  part 
of  intention^that  idea  of  an  end  in  view— to  realise 
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wliich  an  action  is  performed  ;  and  the  rest  of  inten- 
tion— the  other  ideas  of  ends  in  view — which,  together 
with  the  former,,  constitutes  the  whole  complex  structure 
of  intention,  is,  no  doubt,  preconceived  and  intended, 
but  does  iiot  form  part  of  motive,  i.  e.  does  not  actually 
move  the  agent  to  action.  Or  to  put  it  otherwise, 
motive  is  the  active  or  dynamical  part  of  intention  ( the 
persuasives  ),  while  the  rest  is  more  or  less  passive  or 
static,  or  if  tends  to  move  the  agent,  it  does  so  as 
dissuasive  or  deterrent  iovces.  These  facts  can  be  made 
more  clear  by  an  illustration.  Suppose  that  a  father 
flogs  his  child  for  some  misconduct.  Here  the  whole 
mental  attitude  of  the  father  towards  the  action  is  his 
whole  intention  which-  is  constituted  by  the  idea  of 
good  for  the  child  and  the  idea  of  pain  produced  by  the 
flogging.  The  former  constitutes  the  real  motive  of  his 
action,  because  he  flogs  the  cliild  for  his  good  ;  while 
t)ie  latter  constitutes  a  part  of  his  intention,  not  of  his 
motive,  inasmuch  as  he  does  not  flog  the  child  simply 
to  produce  the  pain,  although  the  production  of  it  must 
be  intended  by  him  as  the  means  to  his  real  end.  Simi- 
larly, a  poor  student  who  sells  his  coat  to  buy  a  book 
is  actuated,  not  by  the  idea  of  selling  his  coat  which  is 
really  repugnant  to  him,  but  by  the  idea  of  buying  a 
book.  Here  the  latter  idea  constitutes  his  real  motive, 
while  the  former  forms  a  mere  part  of  his  intention. 
Sometimes  motive  may  be  as  wide  as  intention,  i.  e.  all 
the  foreseen  or  preconceived  consequences  may  be  the 
end  of  an  action,  and  as  such  form  the  motive.  But 
generally  "the  motive  of  an  act  is  a  part  of  the  intention 
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in  the  broadest  sense  of  the  term,  but  does  not  neces- 
safily  mclude  the  whole  of  the  intention.''  As  Dr.  D' 
Arcy  puts  it  :  "the  intention  seems  to  include  all  tlie 
foreseen  consequences  of  the  act,  the  motive  only  those 
consequences  which,  in  idea,  form  the  end  with  which 
the  agent  identified  himself.  The  agent  may  be  well 
aware  that  his  action  will  entail  certain  consequences 
to  which  he  is  indifferent,  or  which  he  may  even  dislike. 
Such  consequences  cannot  be  said  to  be  unintentional, 
yet  they  are  not  any  part  of  the  motive.  Tiie  idea  of 
them  does  not  move  him  to  action."  (  A  Short  Study 
of  Ethics,  p.  82  ). 

The  above  is  the  prevalent  view  maintained  by  the 
great  majority  of  the  leading  psycliologists  and  ethical 
writers.  But  in  my  luimble  opinion  it  seems  to  be 
erroneous.  For  the  reasons  stated  below,  I  completely 
agree  with  Prof.  Dewey  who  holds  that  'the  foreseen, 
the  ideal  consequences  are  the  end  of  the  act,  and  as 
sucli  form  the  motive.''  (  Outlines  of  Ethics,  p.  9  ).  It 
is  evident  that  he  identifies  motive  with  intention  ;  and 
this,  I  maintain,  is  perfectly  true.  .  It  cannot  be  denied 
that  the  real  mental  antecedent  to  a  voluntary  action  is 
the  groflp  of  the  foreseen  or  ideal  consequences  ;  and 
like  every  other  complex  mental  state  the  entire  group 
of  such  consequences  is  a  system  or  organisation.  So 
that  it  is  only  by  a  force  of  imagination  that  we  can 
"abstract  a  part  from  the  other  part  and  the  whole  ;  but 
really  no  such  separation  is  possible.  In  a  system  or 
organism  the  nature  of  a  part  is  entirely  determined  by 
its  relation   to  the  other  parts   and  the   whole.     If  such 
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be  the  Case,  motive  which  is  only  a  part  of  intention 
( according  to  the  above  view  )  cannot  be  really  sepa- 
rated from  intention  as  a  sj'stem  or  whole.  Hence 
motive  as  defined  by  the  theory  has  no  separate  or  in- 
dependent existence  ;  it  can  exist  only  in  relation  to 
intention  ;  apart  from  and  independent  of  intention,  it 
is  an  abstraction  and. a  non-entity,  and  as  such,  cannot 
be  regarded  as  an  independent  moving  power  capable  of 
inciting  us  to  act.  Of  course  intention  as  a  complex 
mental  structure  contains  elements  or  factors  some  of 
which,  as  motive,  taken  by  themselves,  may  tend  to 
tnove  lis  forward,  while  some  others,  taken  by  them- 
selves, ma)^  tend  to  fnove  us  backward  as  dissuasive 
forces  ;  but  none  of  them  taken  by  itself  constitutes  the 
real  motive  of  action.  The  real  motive  i.  e.  the  moving 
power,  is  the  intention  taken  as  a  whole  and  as  a  con- 
crete mental  state.  Although  there  is  thus  an  opposition 
between  the  two  sets  of  elements  involved  in  intention, 
yet  this  does  not  necessitate  the  regarding  of  one  as  the 
true  motive,  and  the  exclusion  of  the  other  from  the 
category.  The  truth  is,  all  the  elements  taken  together 
as  integral  parts  of  a  system  or  whole  and  determined 
in  nature  and  constitution  by  their  correlation  constitute 
the  true  motive,  because  we  are  moved,  not  by  mere 
abstraction-  but  by  concrete  reality.  Intention  is  thus 
the  real  psychological  anticedent  to  action  and  as  such 
co.nstitutes  the  true  motive.  Motive  and  intention  are 
therefore  identical,  if  by  motive  is  meant  that  which 
moves  us  to  action.  The  self  does  not  and  cannot 
identify  itself  with  only  a  part  of  its  state   called   inteq- 
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tion  and  leave  itself  unaffected  by  the  other- ;  it  is 
affected  by  the.  state  r  taken  as  a  whole  and  identifies 
itself  with  that  whole.  This  view  is  founded  upon  sound 
psychology  ;  and  it  is  this  view  only,  as  we  shall  find 
in  the  sequel,  which  can  satisfactorily  explain  a  man's 
responsibility  even  for  those  foreseen  consequences  of 
his  action  which  act  as  diterrents. 

(g)  Hud  : — From  the  definition  of  conduct  as  an 
object  of  the  moral  judgment  it  is  manifest  that  it  has 
invariable  reference  to  the  idea  of  an  end.  What  is, 
then,  the  precise  nature  of  this  end  ?  In  examining  the 
nature  of  desire  we  have  found  that  the  true  object  of 
desire  is  not  a  mere  feeling,  or  even  a  thing  regarded  as 
somet|iing  entirely  external  :  "the' true  object  is  the  act 
of  satisfaction".  "When  any  desire  is  a'dopted  by  the 
man  as  that  in  the  satisfaction  of  which  he  finds  his 
realisation,  the  object  of  the  desire  becomes  the  end  of 
the  act.  And  so  the  end  of  an}'  act  is  not  a  mere  object 
or  thing.  The  end  is  the  act  itself.  It  is  the  doing  of 
the  act  which  gives  satisfaction.  It  is  the  exercise  of  a 
fitting  activity  which  constitutes  the  realisation  of  self, 
the  attainment  of  the  end.  Of  course,  this  does  not 
mean  that  there  is  no  external  thing  or  object  involved 
in  the  satisfaction.  The  meaning  is  that  such  a  thing 
cannot  in  itself  be  the  end  to  which  an  act  is  relative. 
If  any  external  thing  or  object  is  involved,  then  the  end 
is  that  thing  enjoyed  by  the  self  as  an  object  of  interest. 
The  end  must  be,  not  mere  self,  or  mere  object,  but 
self  and  object  in  conjunction  ;  in  other  words,  activity." 
( Dr.  D'  Arcy,  A  Short  Study  of  Ethics,  p.  88  ). 
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\H.)    Actions,  moral  and  non-moral :— (  See 

Conduct  in  Chap  I.  of  this  Book.  ) 

(I)  Springs  of  action  : — We  have  found  above 
that  the  true  spring  or  determinant  of  a  moral  or  volun- 
tary action  is  motive  understood  in  its  proper  sense  as 
described  above,  and  that  a  motive  arises  out  of  a  cons- 
cious impulse  or  desire  as  chosen  or  selected  by  the  self 
as  a  possible  means  to  its  own  realisation  or  satisfaction. 
Now,  as  every  conscious  impulse  or  desire  is  a  possible 
motive  for  action,  the  classification  of  motives  or  springs 
of  action  may  be  supposed  to  be  equivalent  to  that  of 
the  conscious  impulses  and  desires  themselves.  Many 
writers  such  as  Plato,  Aristotle,  Descartes,  Spinoza, 
Hobbes,  Reid,  Stewart,  Calderwood,  &c.  have  attempted 
such  a  classification  with  more  or  less  success  ;  but  a 
more  elaborate,  and  complete  classification  has  been 
given  by  Dr.  Martineau  in  his  Types  of  Ethical  Theory 
( Vol.  II,  Chap,  V )  which  is  therefore  summarised 
below. 

Springs  of  action  classified  : 
Psychological  order. 

Dr.  Martineau  first  of  all  divides  all  the  springs  of 
action  into  two  great  classes.  He  argues  that  human 
nature,  being  a  synthesis  of  animal  and  rational  nature, 
is  subject,  in  the  first  instance,  to  some  blind  primitive 
impulses  which  incite  and  impel  us  to  action  of  which 
we  have  no  rational  foresight  ;  and  that  the  presence, , 
in  our  nature,  of  such  impulses  is  indispensably  neces- 
sary for  the  reasons  that  unless  they  were  present  in  our 
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nature  we  could  have  no  means  of  knowing  how  to  act 
voluntarily,  because  a  voluntary  activity  presupposes 
rational  foresight  of  the  precise  kind  of  the  activity  and 
of  its  consequences  which  latter  constitute  the  true 
motive  of  such  activity.  Voluntary  activities  must  there- 
fore be  preceded  by  involuntary  activities,  i.  e.  activities 
prompted  by  the  blind  primitive  impulses  or  tendencies 
in  our  nature.  Hence  as  there  are  two  classes  of  activity 
involuntary  and  voluntary,  so  there  are  two  classes  of 
springs  of  action — tendencies  without  and  tendencies 
with,  rational  foresight.  The  former  are  usually  called 
impulses  and  the  latter  desires.  Dr.  Matrineau  calls  the 
former  primary  and  the  latter  secondary  springs  of 
action. 

(i)  Primary  springs  of  action  :— They  are 
subdivided  into  four  classes  : — 

(«)  Fropensions  : — They  are  of  first  necessity 
"for  the  mere  physical  life  in  its  individual  maintenance 
or  successive  continuance."  They  are  three  in  number, 
two  of  which  are  called  appetites- — the  appetite  for  food 
and  the  appetite  for  sex — and  subserves  the  functions  of 
our  organic  life  ;  the  third  is  the  "tendency  to  physical 
activity  alternating  with  repose,"-  and  is  related  to  our 
animal  life. 

{b)  Passions  : — "They  do  not  arise  as  forces  from 
the  needs  of  our  own  nature  but  are  rather  what  we 
suffer  at  the  hands  of  other  objects."  These  objects  are 
always  painful  and  uncongenial, — the  causes  of  distur- 
bance and  injury  ;  and  therefore  invariably  excite  repul- 
sions in  us.    They  are  three  in  number  :  "Towards  an 
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object  of  natural  aversion  immediately  before  us  we  feel 
Antipathy  ;  .towards  that  which  has  just  hurt  us,  we 
experience  Anger  ;  towards  that  which  menaces  us  with 
evil,  we  look  with  Fear," 

{c)  Affections  : — "They  take  us  and  form  us  into 
a  certain  frame  of  mind  towards  other  persons,  and 
operate  therefore  as  attractions,  and  not,  like  the  passi- 
ons, as  repulsions."  They  are  also  three  in  number  ; 
the  first  is  the  parental.  ;  it  is  directed  towards  offsprings 
on  the  conditions  that  they  must  be  image  of  our  essence 
and  the  continuation  of  our  existence,  the  absence  of 
either  of  which  changes  it  into  some  other  feeling.  The 
second  is  the  social :  it  is  "directed  not  only  to  our  li^e, 
as  the  former,  but  to  our  equals,  as  respondent  natures, 
holding  up  the  mirror  to  our  being,  and  at  once  taking 
us  out  of  ourselves  and  sending  us  into  ourselves."  The 
third  is  the  compassionate  :  it  is  excited  at  the  spectacle 
of  suffering  of  others. 

{d)  Sentiments  : — The  last  class  of  the  primary 
springs  of  action  is  called  the  Sentiments,  "which  direct 
themselves  upon  ideal  relations,  objects  of  apprehension 
or  thought  that  are  above  us,  yet  potentially  ours.  As 
the  Propensions  carry  us  simply  out  of  ourselves,  we 
know  not  whither  ;  and  the  Passions  repel  from  us  our 
uncongenials,  be  they  things  or  persons  ;  and  the  Affec- 
tions draw  us  to  our  congenials,  who  can  be  only  persons, 
unequal  or  equal  ;  so  do  the  Sentiments  pass  out  by 
aspiration  to  what  is  higher  than  ourselves,  whether 
recognised  as  personal  or  not."  They  are  also  three  in 
number  :   The  first  is    Wonder,  a  primitive   intellectual 
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impulse  which  prompts  us  to  the  search  and  knowledge 
of  the  hidden  causes  of  things  and  events,  and  is  thus 
the  mother  of  all  philosophy.  The  second  is  Admira-. 
tion,  a  primitive  aesthetic  impulse,  a  sense  of  beauty, 
which  is  "directed  on  what  is  present  to  the  mind,  and  is 
its  homage  to  the  given  object"  that  is  recognised  as 
'beautiful.  The  third  is  Reverence,  a  primitive  moral 
impulse,  a  sense  of  transcendent  goodness  which  is  called 
forth  into  being  by  the  presence  or  contemplation  of 
either  visible  objects  as  saints  and  heroes,  or  the  invisible 
God,  who  are  respectively  the  partial  and  complete 
embodiment  of  such  goodness  or  excellence. 

(2)  Secondary  spring's  of  action  :  Desires  : 
These,  like  the  primary  ones,  may  be  subdivided  into 
four  classes  .— 

{a)  Secondary  FropensionS  : — The  three  pri- 
mary Propensions  give  rise  to  three  secondary  Propensi- 
ons,  or  Desires,  as  the  results  of  the  action  of  reason 
upon  them.  The  normal  and  moderate  satisfaction 
of  the  appetites  for  food  and  sex  gives  birth  to  the 
desires  for  food  and  sex  ^\v\Q!a.  Ta2iy  he  collectively  called 
"Lov'e  of  pleasure  or  sensual  delights"  ;  while  their  undue 
and  excessive  satisfaction  generates  "Gluttony  or  Dainti- 
ness as  the  substitute  for  hunger.  Drunkenness  or 
Ebriety  for  Thirst,  Epicurism  for  both"  and  Lust  or 
Licentiousness  for  the  appetite  for  sex.  The  tendency 
to  physical  activity,  when  normally  and  moderately 
satisfied,  gives  birth  to  the  Love  of  Exercise  and  the  Love 
of  Power..  The  love  of  pleasure  and  the  love  of  power 
combined  generate  what  is  called  the  Love  of  money. 
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{b)  Secondary  Passions  : — The  three  primary 
passions,  growing  self-conscious,  produce  three  desires — 
the  desire  or  "fondness  for  antipathy,  or  pleasure  in 
hating,  we  call,  as  a  feeling,  Ill-will  ox  Malice,  and  in  its 
expression  Censor iousness  :  the  cherishing  of  resentment, 
Vindictiveness  :  of/ear,  Suspiciousness  or  Mistrust." 

(c)  Secondary  A^ections  :— The  primary  affec- 
tions, when  indulged  in  for  the  sake  of  pleasure  they 
bring,  degenerate  into  Sentimentality  :  the  parental  affec- 
tion degenerates  into  the  Love  for  self-regarding  play 
with  the  children  ;  the  social  into  the  love  for  the  delights 
of  social  intercoui  se  ;  and  the  i^ompassionate  into  the  love 
■for  exciting  or  indulging  pity\ 

{d)  Secondary  Sentiments  :— Wonder  in  its 
secondary  form  passes  into  the  love  for  self-culture  which 
seeks  the  intellectual  exercise  for  the  pleasure  it  brings. 
"Admiration,  at  the  secondary  stage,  becomes  the  love  of 
Art  or  Devotion  to  the  pleasure  of  Taste.  ( Aestheticism  ). 
Similarly,  Reverence,  when  changes  from  the  primary  to 
the  secondary  stage,  becomes  interest  in  religion. 

This  list,  according  to  Dr.  Martineau,  contains  all 
the  simple  radical  impulses  of  human  nature.  But  there 
are  numerous  other  impulses  which  arise  out  of  their 
combination  in  accordance  with  the  law  of  transference, 
the  law  of  sympathy  and  the  law  of  distance.  The  love 
of  praise  or  fondness  for  being  admired,  for  example, 
springs  from  the  combination  of  such  radical  impulses 
as  admiration,  social-affection  and  self-distrust  which  last, 
again,  is  a  compound  impulse.  Similarly,  Emulation 
involves   love  of  Power,   love  of  praise,   &c.     The   love  of 
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Money,  as  we  have  found,  is  a  compound   of  the   love  of 
/i/e&gure  a.nd  the  /ove  of  Power. 

Cvitioisjn  : — (i)     The  above  classification    is   evi- 
dently the  classification  of  the   primitive   impulses   and 
transformed  impulses  or  desires  ;  and  if  it  is  confounded 
with  the  classification  of  the  motives  a  great   psychologi- 
cal error  will  be  committed.     And,  indeed,  such  an  error 
has  been,  committed    by    Dr.  Martineau  ;  he   has   con- 
founded the  classification  of  the    impulses   and   desires, 
or  what  he  calls  the  primary   and   secondary   springs   of 
action,  with  that  of  the  motives  of  voluntary  action.     As 
we  have   found    above,   these   impulses  and  desires  only 
tend  to   move   us   to   action,  i.  e.  they   are   motives   for 
deciding  or  the  possible  motives   for  voluntary   actions  ; 
and  it  is  only  when  they    are  freely   selected   or  chosen 
by  the  self  that  they  become  actual  motives  for  voluntary 
actions.     If  the  case  were  different,  i.  e.  if  these  impulses 
and  desires  did  actually  move  the   will   to   action   quite 
independently  of  its  selection  or  choice,  the  action  would 
be  as  involuntary  as  the  sleep-walking,  the  actions  of  an 
insane,   or  a  person  in  a  state   of  delirium.     So    that   to 
confound  the  mere  impulses  and  desires  with  the  motives 
of  voluntary   actions   is    to   confound    the    involuntary 
action   with   the  voluntary  ;    or   rather,   this   confusion 
totally  abolishes  the  distinction  between  them. 

(2I  Another  serious  defect  of  his  classification  is 
that  most  of  the  primary  springs  are  feelings  or  emotions, 
not  impulses  at  all.  Thus  the  primary  passions^fear, 
anger  and  antipathy  ;  the  primary  affections — parental, 
social  and  compassionate  ;  and  the  primary  sentiments — 
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wonder,  admiration  and  reverence  ;  all  are  feelings  or 
emotions.  Although  an  impulse  is  attached  to  each  of 
them,  the  impulse  cannot  be  confounded  with  it.  Thus 
when  we  seem  to  act  out  of  fear,  we  do  not  really  act 
out  of  it  as  a  feeling,  but  out  of  the  impulse  attached  to 
it.  Similar  is  the  case  with  other-emotions  mentioned 
above.  (  See  Prof  Ladd,  Primer  of  Psychology,  p.  191, 
and  also  Psychology,  p.  597  ).  But,  as  we  have  found, 
feeling  or  emotion  by  itself  cannot  be  the  motive  of 
voluntary  action.     (  See,  above,  §  E,  A  ). 

(3)  His  classification  is  based  on  the  erroneous 
supposilioij  that  the  human  mind  is  a  mechanical  aggre- 
gate of  distinct  and  independent  faculties  or  powers. 
But,  as  Prof  Mackenzie  has  truly  remarked,  "modern 
psychology  treats  the  human  mind  as  an  organic  unit)'', 
and  repudiates  any  hard  and  fast  distinctions  of  faculties, 
such  as  seem  to  be  implied  in  Dr.  Martineau's  list.  The 
motives  wiiich  he  enumerates  are  not  simple,  but  highly 
complex,  phenomena."  Thus  fear,  for  instance,  is  not  a 
simple  mental  state,  but  a  part  of  a  complex  mental  state 
which  contains  other  elements  cognitive  and  volitional. 
Hence  we  cannot  absolutely  separate  fear  from  this 
complex  structure,  and  regard,  it  as  an  entirely  distinct 
and  independent  state  ;  it  has  significance  and  even 
existence  only  in  relation  to  the  whole  ;  but  the  cons- 
•titulion  of  this  whole  changes  under  different  circum- 
stances ;  and  so  also  does  the  nature  of  fear  as  a  part 
of  that  whole.  Hence  fear  in  it%nature  and  constitution 
is  a  changeable  phenomenon  ;  and  to  regard  it  as  a 
ftxed  and   independent    force   is   to   commit  a  serious 
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psychological  blunder.  Exactly  the  same  is  true  of  the 
other  emotions  mentioned  in  the  list. 

(4)  The  truth  is,  the  classification  of  the  motives 
is  in  no  case  equivalent  to  that  of  the  inner  springs  of 
action — impulses  and  desires.  In  fact  even  the  classi- 
fication of  the  impulses  and  desires  cannot  be  carried 
out  with  much  satisfaction.  As  Prof.  Ladd  remarks, 
"As  to  the  Classification    of  the   Impulses,   psychology 

can  do  little There  are  as  many  impulses  in  all   as 

are  the  various  attitudes  of  felt  attraction  or  repulsion 
before  the  different  objects  presented  or  represented  in 
consciousness."  (  Psychology,  p.  594  l.  Again,  with 
regard  to  the  classification  of  Desires,  he  remarks  :  "It 
we  were  to  begin  our  attempt  at  stating  the  Kinds  of 
Desires  by  an  analysis  of  the  conscious  life  of  different 
individuals,  we  sliould  have  to  say  that  there  are  as 
many  desires,  for  each  individual,  as  there  are  kinds  of 
objects  which  he  has  found  productive  of  good."  And 
then,  after  tentatively  classifying  the  desires  into  four 
groups — viz, (i)  Sensuous  Desires,  (2)  Intellectual  Desires, 
(3)  Sentimental  Desires  and  (4)  Pathological'  Desires,  he 
passes  the  following  remarks  :  "The  foregoing  classifica- 
tion, like  all  attempts  at  classification,  only  serves  to 
make  more  obvious  the  shifting  and  complex  nature  of 
all  the  principal  forms  of  desire  as  they  are  actually 
experienced  by  the  developed  human  consciousness.". 
(  Ibid,  pp.  606 — 607  ). 

The  principle  of  tlje  true  classification  of  motives 
should,  therefore,  be  sought,  not  in  the  inner  springs  of 
action,  but  in  the  nature  of  the  ends  in   view   for   the 
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attainment  of  which  the  action  is  done.  "What  induces 
us  to  act",  observes  Prof.  .Mackenzie,  "is  the  presentation 
of  some  end  to  be  attained.  Consequently,  if  we  are 
to  have  a  list  of  motives,  this  list  should  take  the  form 
rather  of  a  classification  of  ends  to  be  attained  than  of 
feelings  that  exist  in  our  minds,  i^'urther,  these  ends 
would  have  to  be  arranged,  not  under  any  such  abstract 
headings  as  "ambition"  and  the  like,  |but  in  accordance 
with  their  actual,  concrete  nature.''  (  Manual  of  Ethics, 
p.  42  ).  But  this  is  practically  equivalent  to  saying  that 
the  attempt  at  any  classification  of  motives  is  altogether 
futile  ;  for  the  concrete  ends  to  realise  which  a  man 
acts  are  numerous,  or ,  rather  innumerable  and  widely 
different  at  different  times  even  under  similar  circum- 
stances ;  and  again,  even  under  same  circumstances,  no 
two  men  act  with  exactly  the  same  end  in  view  inas- 
much as  their  characters  which  determine  the  nature 
of  the  ends  are  different.  Hence  we  conclude  that  it  is 
impracticable  and  of  very  little  importance  to  attempt  a 
classification  of  motives. 


CH  AFTER  V. 

Moral    Consciousness. 

(  Elements  of  the  Moral  Consciousness,  Intellectual, 
Emotional,  and  Volitional  :  Right  and  Wrong  ;  Moral  Law  : 
Good  and  Evil  ;  The  Highest  Good.  ) 

I.  The  characteristics  of  Moral  .Conscious- 
ness : — Consciousness  signifies  the  mind's  awareness  of 
its  own  activities  and  of  the  states  and  processes  arising 
out  of  those  activities.  It  is  therefore  the  general  and 
fundamental  condition  of  them  ;  and  implies,  at  least 
directly,  a  relation  between  the  mind  as  the  subject  and 
those  activities,  states  and  processes  as  the  objects  of  such 
awareness.  Moral  consciousness  is  only  a  particular  and 
■unique  kind  of  consciousness  ; — it  is  the  consciotcsness  of 
the  morality  of  acts  and  agents.  The  activities,  states 
and  processes  of  mind  can  be  viewed  from  two  stand- 
points :  we  can  consider  them  from  the  standpoint  of 
their  origin  and  development  ;  and  also  from  the  stand- 
point of  their  value  and  tneaning.  They  are  facts  of 
mind  ;  so  we  can  pass  judgment  about  them,  tracing 
up  their  origin  and  development,  and  stating  their  agree- 
ment, difference,  &c.  But  they  are  not  mere  facts 
devoid  of  any  significance  ;  they  have  value  or  worth, 
and  meaning  ;  so  we  can  pass  judgment  also  upon  them, 
i.  e.  with  regard  to  their  value  and  meaning.  We  are 
not  only  conscious  of  the  mental  facts  as  facts,  discern- 
ing only  their  psychological  conditions  and  relations, 
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but  also  of  their  value  and  meaning  ;  and  in  going  to 
judge  them  we  compare  tliem  with  some  "norms"  or 
ideals — viz,  in  the  case  of  cognition,  with  the  "norm" 
of  Truth  ;  in  the  case  of  feeling,  with  that  of  Beauty; 
and  in  the  case  of  volition,  with  that  of  Good; — in  order 
to  determine  whether  they  come  up  to  or  fall  short  of 
those  ideals,  i.  e.  whether  they  are  true  or  false,  beauti- 
ful or  ugly,  good  or  bad.  Now,  the  consciousness  of  the 
morality,  i.  e.  the  Tightness  or  wrongness,  goodness  or 
badness,  of  our  states  and  acts  is  known  as  Moral  cons- 
ciousness. The  analysis  and  interpretation  of  this  unique 
kind  of  consciousness  and  its  various  implications  consti- 
tute the  primary  function  of  Ethics  ;  because,  in  tlie 
first  place,  only  by  analysing  the  moral  coiffeciousness 
we  can  discover  its  contents  and  implications  and  so  the 
problems  that  Ethics  has  to  solve  ;  and  in  the  second 
place,  only  by  interpreting  and  vindicating  their  legiti- 
macy Ethics  can  vindicate  its  claim  to  be  a  science  and 
philosophy.  It  is  therefore,  first  of  all,  necessary  to 
carefully  analyse  Moral  Consciousness. 

The  analysis  of  Moral  Consciousness  :— 
Like  any  other  "complex  psychosis"  or  state  of  cons- 
ciousness. Moral  Consciousness  is  also  a  complex  struc- 
ture ;  it  also  contains  three  fundamental  elements, 
cognitive,  affective  and  active  or  volitio7ial. 

(A)  The  cognitive  elements  :— Regarded  as  a 
cognitive  state  Moral  consciousness  reveals  itself  in  the 
form  of  a  judgment,  viz,  the  judgment  of  the  Tightness 
or  wrongness,  goodness  or  badness  of  acts  and  states. 
It  is   discriminative  inasmuch    as  it  distinguishes  the 


82  MORAL   PHILOSOPHY. 

"right"  from  the  "wrong'',  the  "good"  from  the  "bad"  ; 
it  is  also  integrative  inasmuch  as  it  integrates  the 
"right"  with  the  "wrong"',  the  good  with  the  "bad". 
The  knowledge  of  the  "right*  is  impossible  without  that 
of  the ''wrong'',  the  ^knowledge  of  the  "good"  without 
that  of  the  ''bad''  and  vice  versa.  An  act  is  known  to 
be  right  only  when  we  know  that  its  opposite  is  wrong, 
and  conversely.  They  are  in  fact  correlative  terms  and 
are  thus  known  together.  Again,  the  knowledge  of 
something  as  right  or  wrong,  good  or  bad,  involves  the 
knowledge  of  a  norm,  or  standard  or  ideal  by  reference 
to  and  in  accordance  with  which  such  knowledge  is 
determined  and  obtained.  But  this  does  not  imply  that 
when  we  discern  something  to  be  right  or  wrong,  good 
or  bad,  we  are  always  explicitly  conscious  of  the  moral 
ideal,  i.  e.  we  distinctly  refer  the  thing  to  that  ideal. 
But  neither  is  it  true  that  we  are  always  distinctly  cons- 
cious of  right  and  wrong,  good  and  bad.  We  spontane- 
ously and  implicitly  discern  the  moral  quality  of  our  acts 
and  states  ;  and  it  is  only  when  we  reflect  about  them 
that  we  come  to  distinctly  know  their  moral  value  and 
meaning  ;  and  further  reflection  reveals  the  fact  that 
such  moral  value  and  meaning  are  ultimately  referred 
to  a  standard  or  ideal  in  relation  to  which  only  they 
acquire  their  being.  This  is  true  also  of  our  ordinary 
knowledge.  In  most  instances  we  know  a  thing  with- 
out knowing,  at  the  saraetime,  its  relation  to  the  self 
and  other  objects  of  nature  ;  but  only  by  reflection  we 
come  to  know  that  without  those  relations  the  thing 
cannot  even  exist. 
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We  have  said  above  that  Moral  Consciousness, 
regarded  as  a  cognitive  state,  expresses  itself  in  the 
form  of  a  judgment,  and  tliat  it  is  a  judgment  upon,  not 
about,  the  mental  facts.  So  that  the  moral  judgment 
imphes  an  object  upon  w^hich,  and  a  subject  or  standard 
in  accordance  with  which,  it  is  passed.  But  this  is  not 
all.  A  moral  judgment  implies  also  a  mode  or  method 
in  which  We  pass  it.  This  question  leads  on  to  the 
investigation  of  the  ultimate  nature  of  the  Moral 
Faculty  or  Conscience  which  enables  us  to  pass  such 
judgment.  Again,  the  consideration  of  the  moral  judg- 
ment cannot  be  dissociated  from  the  consideration  of 
the  Motal  Lay).  Lastly,  the  moral  judgment  presuppo- 
ses some  fundamental  conditions  or  postulates  upon 
which  it  is  based.  Regarded  as  a  judgment,  Moral  cons 
ciousness,  then,  involves  the  following  problems  : — 

(a)    The   nature   of  •  the    object  of  the  moral 

judgment. 

(bl      „        „         „    the     mode  or  7nethod  of  the 

moral  judgment. 

(c)  „        „  „    the     Moral  Faculty  or 

'   Conscience. 

(d)  „        „  „    the     Moral  Law. 

(e)  „        „         „    the    Moral  Ideal. 

B)  The  affective  elements  :— But  Moral  Cons- 
ciousness is  not  merely  a  judgment  ;  it  contains  also  a 
distinctive  element  of  feeling  or  affection.  Like  every 
other  judgment,  the  moral  judgment  is  accompanied  or 
followed  by  a  characteristic  element  of  feeling.  We 
cannot  pass  a  moral  judgment  upon   an   act  or  state, 
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when  it  is  right  or  good,  without  approving  it  ;  nor  can 
we  do  so,  when  it  is  wrong  or  bad,  without  disapproving 
it.  Thus  these  feehngs  of  approbation  and  disappro- 
bation are  the  necessary  accompaniments  or  consequents 
of  all  moral  judgment.  But  these  characteristic  feelings, 
or  what  are  called  Moral  Sentiments,  should  not  be 
regarded  as  the  test  or  criterion  of  the  validit}'  or  invali- 
dity of  the  moral  judgment.  They  are  mere  accompani- 
ments or  consequents,  and  nothing  more.  So  that  they 
are  entirely  dependent  upon  the  moral  judgment.  If 
the  moral  judgment  is  really  incorrect^  but  believed  to  be 
correct  ;  or  really  correct,  but  believed  to  be  incorrect, 
yet  the  corresponding  feeling  will  be  that  of  approbation, 
or  of  disapprobation.  Just  as  the  mere  presence  of  a 
belief  in  the  mind  is  no  sure  indication  of  the  correctness 
of  an  intellectual  judgment,  so  the  mere  presence  of  a 
moral  sentiment  is  no  infallible  mark  of  the  validity  or 
invalidity  of  a  moral  judgment.  Hence,  regarded  as  an 
ajfective  state.  Moral  Consciousness  involves  the  follow- 
ing problems  : — 

(a)  The  nature  and  origin  of  the  moral  sentiments. 

{h)  The  cause  of  the  divergence  of  moral  opinions. 
(C)  The  active  or  volitional  elements  :— 
Moral  Consciousness  involves  not  only  an  element  of 
cognition  and  feeling  but  also  an  element  of  activity  or 
volition.  This  active  or  volitional  element  exhibits 
itself  in  the  form  of  an  impulse  to  do  what  is  rig^t  a?id 
avoid  what  is  wrong.  Moral  Consciousness  is  not  merely 
a  passive  awareness  of  the  moral  value  of  actions, 
making  the  agent  remain  a  passive  and  indifferent  specta- 
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tor,  but  it  induces  him  to  follow  that  line  of  action 
which  is  discerned  to  be  right  or  good,  and  to  avoid  its 
opposite.  This» tendency  to  do  the  right  and  avoid  the 
w^rong,  though  feeble  in  the  beginning  or  in  the  undeve- 
loped mind,  becomes  very  strong  as  raoralisation 
increases,  and  ultimately  completely  dominates  the 
whole  of  our  life.  This  tendency  or  impulse  is 
directly  and  closely  connected  with  that  striking  phase 
of  our  moral  life  which  is  known  as  the  consciousness 
of  duty  or  moral  obligation.  When  we  discern  an  action 
to  be  right,  we  think  it  our  duty  or  feel  obligationXQ  do 
'  it,  and  to  avoid  its  opposite.  But  the  consciousness  of 
duty  or  moral  obligation  naturally  leads  to  some  ques- 
tions :  Why  are  we  bound  or  obliged  to  do  the  right 
and  avoid  the  wrong,  and  to  whom  is  such  obligation 
due  1  These  questions  lead  on  therefore  to  the  problems 
regarding  the  authority  or  imperativeness  and  the  source 
of  the  Moral  Law.  Again,  the  notion  of  duty  is  closely 
connected-  with  the  notions  of  right,  merit,  and  respon- 
sibility, which  shotild  therefore  be  also  treated  of 
separately.  Moreover,  as  the  constant  performances  of 
duties  generate  good  habits  of  will  called  virtues,  it  is 
also  necessary  to  inquire  into  the  relation  between  duty 
and  virtue.  Thus  Moral  Consciousness,  regarded  as  an 
active  state,  involves  the  following  problems  : — 
^a)  The  source'  of  moral  obligation. 
^\     The  nature  of  moral  authority. 

(c)  The  meaning  of  Right.    Merit,   Responsibility , 
and  their  relation  to  Duty.  ^ 

(d)  The  relation  of  Duty  to  Virtue. 
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Before  we  proceed  to  investigate  the  nature  of  the 
several  problems  discovered  by  the  analysis  of  Moral 
Consciousness  we  should  determine  me  meaning  of 
some  terms  used  in  the  statement  of  the  moral  judg- 
ment. We  have  found  that  the  moral  judgment  is 
expressed  in  the  form  :  "such  and  such  act  is  right  or 
wrong,  good  or  bad".  Now,  it  may  be  asked,  what  is 
the  precise  meaning  of  these  terms,  "right  and  wrong,'' 
"good  and  bad"  as  used  in  the  moral  judgment  ?  Before 
we  proceed  to  answer  this  question  we  should  remark 
that  these  two  sets  of  words  are  historically  connected 
with  two  rival  ethical  theories  that  try  to  interpret  tlie 
moral  judgment  from  two  different  points  of  view.  The 
set  of  terms  "right  and  wrong"  is  cxcliisivel)^  used  by 
that  ethical  school  which  is  commonly  known  as  the 
intuitionists,  or  which  regards  Law  as  the  standard  of 
the  moral  judgment  ;  while  the  set  of  terms  "good  and 
bad''  is  exclusively  used  by  that  ethical  school  which 
regards  the  Summum  Bonum  or  the  supreme  good  either 
in  the  form  of  pleasure  (  Hedonism),  or  in  the  form  of 
perfection  {  Perfectionism  )  as  the  moral  ideal.  Let  us 
now  go  to  investigate  the  meaning  of  these  terms  "right 
and  wrong'',  good  and  bad"  as  used  in  Ethics. 

II  Right  and  wrong  :— The  word  "right"  is 
etymologically  connected  with  Latin  rec^ws  =  "straight" 
or  "according  to*  rule".  The  corresponding  Greek  word 
is  ZJzAaws  =  "according  to  rule",  which  is  connected  with 
the  root  dic  =  \.o  point  or  direct.  Thus,  a  conduct  is 
right  wjjen  it  is  "according  to  rule  or  law".  The  word 
"wrong"  signifies,  therefore,  what  is  against  or  in  viola- 
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tion  of  a  rule  or  law.  Thus  a  conduct  is  wrong  when  it 
violates,  or  is  inconsistent  with  a  rule  or  law.  Hence 
in  this  wider  signification  an  act  is  right  or  wrong  accor- 
ding as  it  is,  or  is  not,  in  agreement  with  an  estabHshed 
rule  or  law.  But,  as  Ethics  recognises  only  the  Moral 
Law,  the  words  "right  and  wrong"  as  used  in  Ethics 
signify  what  is,  or  is  not,  in  accordance  with  the  Moral 
Law.  This  is  particularly  the  view  of  the  Rigorists  or 
Intuitionists  who  maintain  that  the  ultimate  criterion 
of  right  and  wrong  in  conduct  is  its  agreement  or  dis- 
agreement with  the  Moral  Law.  Even  those,  who 
recognise  a  different  standard,  viz,  the  Summum  Bonum 
or  the  supreme  good,  whether  in  the  form  of  "the 
greatest  amount  of  pleasure"  (  Hedonism  ),  or  "the  per- 
fection of  human  nature"  (  Perfectionism,  Eudsemonism, 
Energism  ),  admit  that  though  the  highest  good  is  the 
ultimate  standard  of  right  and  wrong  in  conduct,  the 
proximate  or  immediate  standard  is  the  Moral  Law, 
because  it  is  the  means  to  the  realisation  of  the- former. 
Of  course  there  is  a  class  of  Intuitionists,  such  as  Dr. 
Martineau,  who  maintains  that  we  discern  the  rightness 
or  wrongness  of  actions  directly  and  intuitively  without 
trying  to  discover  their  agreement  or  disagreement  with 
the  moral  laws,  which  are,  according  to  them,  nothing 
but  generalisations  from  particular  instances  of  intuition. 
{  See  Book  H,  Chap.  I,  Inductive  Intuitionism  ).  It  is, 
no  doubt,  true  that  we  know  the  particular  before  we 
know  the  general  ;  but,  yet,  it  cannot  be  denied  that 
the  particular  are  explicable  only  by  reference  to  the 
general  ;   and  when  we  know  the  nature  of  the  general 
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we  become  sure  of  the  nature  of  the  particular.  In  the 
present  instance  also  though  sometimes  we  may  discern 
the  moral  value  of  acts  directly  and  immediately,  yet, 
we  become  sure  of  it  when  we  know  that  these  acts 
are  in  agreement  or  disagreement  with  the  moral  laws. 
So  that  we  conclude  that  the  view  as  maintained  by 
the  Intuitionists  is,  generally  and  on  the  whole,  that 
the  Moral  Law  is  the  ultimate  test  or  criterion  of  the 
moral  value  of  actions.  Thus  we  find  that  the  notions 
of  right  and  wrong  are  closely  allied  to  the  notion  of  the 
Moral  Law.  Hence  we  should  next  consider  the  nature 
of  the  Moral  Law. 

The  Moral  Law  -.—{a)  The  meaning  of  law  :- 
The  term  "law"'  is  etymologically  connected  with  A.  S. 
lagu  which  is  derived  from  licgan  =  to  lie.  So  that  "law" 
originally  means  "that  which  is  laid,  set  or  fixed."  i.  e. 
"a  rule  of  action  established  by  authority",  or  more  ex- 
plicitly, it  "is,  in  its  primary  signification,  the  authorita- 
tive expression  of  human  will  enforced  by  power."  (  Ar- 
gyll, Reign  of  Law,  Chap.  IL  )  Thus  the  term  "law" 
has  three  implications  : — (i)  it  is  a  rule  of  being  or  con- 
duct ;  (2)  it  is  established  by  authority  ;  and  (3)  it  is 
enforced  by  power  possessed  by  the  authority. 

(1^)  The  Characteristics  of  the  Moral  Law 
— If  we  accept  this  original  signification  then  we  can 
apply  the  term  "law"  only  to  the  Political  laws  or  the 
laws  of  the  state.  But  there  is  another  class  of  rules  to 
which  also  we  apply  it.  They  are  the  rules  in  accord- 
ance with  which  the  objects  of  nature  behave,  or  the 
changes  or  events  follow  one   another.     These  rules  are 
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called  the  laws  of  nature.  Thus  we  have  two  classes  of 
laws  :  the  laws  of  the  state  and  the  laws  of  nature.  But 
in  the  latter  case,  the  idea  of  authority  and  enforcement 
by  power  is  not  usually  recognised,  although  some  theo- 
logians interpret  them  as  the  expressions  of  Divine  Will 
enforced  by  Divine  Power.  Besides  this  difference, 
there  are  some  essential  distinctions  between  these  two 
classes  of  laws.  The  political  laws  are  changeable,  violable 
and  particular  or  limited ;  while  the  natural  laws  are 
unchangeable,  inviolable  and  universal  or  all-pervading. 
But  what  is  universal  or  alj-pervading  being  scarcely 
distinguishable  from  what  is  unchangeable  and  neces- 
sary, the  different  classes  of  laws  may  be  distinguished 
by  two  characteristic  marks — viz,  {1)  changeable  or  un- 
changeable. (,2)  Violable  or  inviolable.  Adopting  these 
two  principles  we  can  classify  all  the  laws,  whether 
political,  natural  or  otherwise,  in  four  ways  : — (i)  laws 
that  are  changeable  and  vtolable  ;  (2)  laws  that  are  chan- 
geable but  inviolable  ;  (3)  laws  that  are  unchangeable  but 
violable  ;  {4)  laws  that  are  neither  changeable  nor  violable. 
From  this  classification  it  is  evident  that  the  political 
laws  fall  under  the  first  head,  the  natural  laws  under  the 
fourth,  and  most  of  the  laws  of  political  economy  under 
the  second.  The  last  class  of  laws  is  sometimes  called 
hypothetical,  inasmuch  as  they  remain  binding  so  long  as 
certain  conditions  are  present  and  remain  unchanged. 
"The  laws  of  Ethics,  however,  must  on  the  whole  be 
regarded  as  belonging  to  the  third  class.  They  cannot 
be  changed,  but  they  may  be  violated"  It  is,  no  doubt, 
true  that  some  moral  rules  may  change  with   the  ehang- 
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ing  conditions  of  people,  but  the  essential  and  primary 
moral  laws  are  all  constant  and  so  necessary  or  uni- 
versal ; — they  are  "applicable  not  only  to  all  kinds  of 
men  but  to  all  rational  beings."  So  that  we  can  safely 
infer  that  the  moral  laws  are,  on  the  whole,  unchange- 
able. But  they  seem  to  be  violable.  We  cannot,  of 
course,  change  a  moral  law  such,  for  instance,  as 
"honesty  is  good"  into  its  opposite,  viz  "honesty  is  bad", 
but  we  can  violate  it — we  can  do,  for  instance,  a  dis- 
honest act.  But  there  is  a  view  according  to  which  we 
cannot  even  violate  a  mor^l  law,  because  the  violation 
of  a  moral  law  necessarily  brings  punishment  along  with 
it  some  time  or  other — here  or  hereafter.  This  doctrine, 
as  Prof.  Mackenzie  remarks,  is  metaphysical  rather  than 
ethical.  Because  "it  is  a  fact  about  the  constitution  of 
the  world,  not  a  moral  law.  A  moral  law  states  some- 
thing that  ought  to  happen,  not  something  that  must 
happen." 

Similar  is  the  case  with  the  laws  of  other  normative 
sciences.  Thus  the  fundamental  laws  of  aesthetics,  or 
the  essential  principles  of  architecture,  navigation,  rheto- 
ric, cannot  be  changed,  but  can  be  violated.  We  cannot 
change  the  laws  of  logic  or  the  rules  of  correct  think- 
ing, but  we  very  often  violate  them.  Thus  the  laws  of 
all  normative  sciences — ethics,  logic,  aesthetics — may  be 
styled  commands  or  imperatives.  The  laws  of  the  state 
are  also  commands  or  imperatives,  but  they  differ  from 
the  former  in  being  both  changeable  and  violable, 

Thus  we  get  two  broad  classes  of  laws  :  {i)  Com- 
mands or   imperatives,   (2)  uniformities.     Some   of  the 
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former  class  are  changeable,  while  others  are  unchange- 
able, but  both  are  violable  ;  whereas  the  latter  class  is 
both  unchangeable  and  inviolable.  Now  an  important 
question  suggests  itself  :  Are  all  these  laws  universal  ? 
It  is  obvious  that  the  political  laws  are  not  universal, 
because  they  are  restricted  to  particular  countries  and 
peoples.  The  uniformities  of  nature  are  universal.  The 
laws  of  those  normative  sciences  as  logic,  aesthetics  and 
all  the  cognate  sciences  as  architecture,  navigation, 
rhetoric  &c.  are  not  universal  in  application.  They  are, 
as  we  have  said,  hypothetical.  Because  their  validity 
depends  upon  the  presence  of  some  conditions  ;  and  so 
long  as  those  conditions  remain  present  and  unchanged 
those  laws  remain  also  binding  ;  but  change  those 
conditions,  they  will  also  change.  For  instance,  if  we 
like  to  be  self-consistent,  we  must  abide  by  the  rules  of 
consistency,  otherwise  not.  On  the  contrary,  the  laws 
of  Ethics  are  universally  binding  upon  men  as  rational 
beings.  Man  is  moral,  because  he  is  rational  ;  and 
as  he  cannot  escape  his  rational  nature,  so  he  cannot 
escape  his  moral  nature  ;  as  he  is  by  nature  rational, 
so  he  is  by  nature  moral.  The  moral  laws  have 
absolute  authority,  because  they  are  deduced  from 
the  supreme  and  absolute  end  of  human  life  which 
is  independent  of  man's  choice  ;  but  the  laws  of  other 
normative  sciences  derive  their  authority  from  ends 
which  are  relative  to  and  dependent  on  the  choice  of 
man.  Hence  the  laws  of  Ethics  differ  from  all  other 
laws  in  being  not  hypothetical  hwX  categorical.  "The  moral 
law,  then,  is  unique.  It  is  the  only  categorical  imperative." 
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We  can  then  summarise  the  characteristics  of  the 
Moral  Law  in  the  following  way  :  (i)  The  Moral  Law  is 
unchangeable,  and  necessary  ;  (2)  it  is  violable  ;  (3)  it  is 
universal;  (4)  it  is  a  command  ox  imperative  ;  (5Ht  is 
categot  ical,  not  hypothetical  ;  (6)  it  is  unique  and  absolute, 
there  being  no  other  law  parallel  fo  it.  l  See  Prof. 
Mackenzie's  Manual  of  Ethics,  pp.  10 — 17  ;  and  also 
Prof.  Janet's  Theory  of  Morals,  pp.  152 — 165  ). 

The  above  is  the  view  generally  held  by  the  Rigoristfs 
or  Intuitionists.  These  writers  identify  the  ultimate 
standard  of  morality  with  the  Moral  Law.  But  the 
Hedonists  and  the  Perfectionists  subordinate  the  Moral 
Law  to  the  supreme  Good  and  regard  it  as  the  mere 
means  to  the  realisation  of  the  latter,  which  is  the  really 
ultimate  standard  of  the  morality  of  conduct.  According 
to  these  ethical  schools  the  ultimate  Moral  Law  assumes 
the  following  three  forms  : — (i)  Realise  and  perfect  the 
rational  self  ;  or  to  express  it  otherwise  : — "Do  what  is 
conformable  to  Nature,  i.  e.  do  what  is  in  harmony  with 
the  course  of  nature  or  the  universal  reason  of  the 
world."  (  Stoics  )  ;  "Act  so  that  the  maxim  of  thy  will 
can  likewise  be  valid  at  all  times  as  the  principle  of  a 
universal  legislation.,'  (  Kant  ).  (  Rigorism  ).  (2)  Realise 
and  perfect  the  sentient  self  :  or  to  express  it  otherwise, 
"Aim  at  the  greatest  total  happiness  or  the  greatest 
pleasure  on  the  whole,  whether  in  our  own  experience  or 
in  that  of  the  race."  (  Hedonism  ).  (3)  Realise  and  per- 
fect the  total  self ;  or  to  express  it  otherwise,  "Be  a 
person  and  respet  others  as  persons."  (  Hegel  ).  (  Per- 
fectionism, Eudaemonism,  Energism  ).     All   other   moral 
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laws  are  direcUy  or  indirectly  derivable  from  the  ulti- 
mate Moral  Law. 

Besides  the  terms  "right,"  "wrong,"  and  "law"  we 
have  other  words  bearing  close  and  obvious  affinity  to 
them.  Thus  we  have  "the  vocabulary  of  right,,  e.  g. 
"duty"  that  which  is  owed  or  which  we  are  bound  to 
do  ;  "obligation,"  that  which  binds  us ;  "ought  or  owed  ; 
"responsibility,''  or  answerableness  as  before  a  legal 
tribunal,  &c."  (  Prof.  Muirhead,  Elements  of  Ethics, 
p.  66  ). 

III.  G-ood  and  bad  : — The  term  "good"  is  ety- 
mologically  connected  with  German  gut  and  with  the 
root  gath  found  in  Greek  agathos,  meaning  "serviceable 
or  valuable  for  an  end".  In  this  signification  of  the  term 
"good"  a  thing  is  good  in  so  far  as  it  is  a  means  to  or 
serviceable  for,  an  end  in  view.  According  to  its  deri- 
vation the  term  "good"'  is  used  as  an  adjective  standing 
for  a  quality  of  the  means  to  an  end.  Thus  health  is 
good,  because  it  possesses  a  quality  by  virtue  of  which  it 
is  a  proper  means  to  an  end,  viz,  the  preservation  of  the 
physical  organism.  In  this  sense  a  thing  is  good  if  it  is 
a  means  to,  or  serviceable  for,  an  end,  it  does  not  matter 
whether  the  end  itself  is  good  or  not.  But,  as  we  shall 
see  later  on,  in  Ethics  the  goodness  of  something  is 
determined  by  the  goodness  of  the  end  to  which  it  is  a 
means.  Thus  a  conduct  is  good,  not  because  it  is  simply 
a  means  to  an  end,  but  because  the  end  itself  is  good. 
Hence,  at  least,  from  the  standpoint  of  morahty,  "the 
good''  should  be  defined  as  standing  for  "that  quality 
in  the  desirable  objects  on  account  of  which  they  are 
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held  to  be  proper  qbjects  of  pursuit."  What  the  precise 
nature  of  such  quality  is— whether  it  is  pleasure  or 
•worth  or  excellence' — we  shall  consider  in  the  sequel. 
But  whatever  that  quality  is,  it  is  certain  that  it  admits 
of  degrees — it  admits  of  being  distinguished  as  better  and 
worse,  best  and  worst.  We  say  honesty  is  better  than 
wealth  ;  kindness  is  better  than  cruelty  ;  &c. 

The  term  "bad"  or  "evil"  bears  the  opposite  meaning; 
it  means  what  is  not  serviceable  for  an  end,  or  it  posses- 
ses a  quality  on  account  of  which  it  is  shunned,  or  does 
not  form  a  proper  object  of  Jiursuit.  Thus  we  say  that 
theft,  murder,  lying,  cruelty,  &c.  are  bad  or  evil,  because 
they  possess  qualities  on  account  of  which  they  are  shun- 
ned or  not  pursued.  This  does  not  imply  that  all  people 
shun  them,  but  that  even  those,  who  pursue  them,  regard 
therri  as  good.  As,  for  instance,  a  thief  pursues  theft, 
because  he  regards  it  as  good.  Like  "good",  "bad''  or 
"evil"  also  admits  of  degrees.  As  all  things,  that  are 
good,  are  not  equally  such,  so  all  things,  that  are  bad 
or  evil,  are  not  equally  such.  Thus,  though  cruelty  and 
murder  both  are  bad,  yet,  the  latter  is  worse  than  the 
former. 

Just  as  we  have  a  vocabulary  of  "right"  so.  also  we 
have  a;  vocabulary  of  "good"  :  e.  g.  "virtue"  means  "the 
quality, of  fitness  in  a  man  ;  "worth"  means  "value  for 
an  end",  &c. 

The  classification  of  goods  :— So  long  we 
have  used  the  term  "good"  as  an  adjective.  But  the 
objects  that  possess  the  quality  denominated"the  good'', 
j^re   commonly   called  "goods".     Thus   health,   wealth, 
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kindness,  &c.  are  called  goods,  because  they  possess  the 
quality  called  "the  good".  Then,  "goods"  used  as  sub- 
stantives may  be  classified  in  the  following  way  : — 

(i)  Some  goods  are  material,  e.  g.  health,  wealth, 
&c.  and  others  are  immaterial,  e.  g.  honesty,  veracity, 
courage,  justice,  wisdom,  &c. 

(2)  Some  goods  are  personal,  i.  e.  desired  by  a  per- 
son for  his  own  sake  ;  and  others  are  impersonal,  i.  e. 
desired  by  a  person  for  the  sake  of  others.  But  this 
distinction  is  not  absolute  inasmuch  as  the  same  good 
may  be  personal  at  one  time  and  impersonal  at  another, 
or  personal  and  impersonal  at  the  same  time.  Thus 
wealth  may  be  desired  by  a  person  for  his  own  sake  at 
one  time  and  for  the  sake  of  others  at  another  time  ;  or 
it  may  be  desired  for  his  own  sake  and  for  the  sake  of 
others  at  the  same  time.  Again,  even  when  we  desire 
an  object  for  the  sake  of  others,  we  do  so  because  such 
desire  satisfies  our  own  self  also  :  otherwise  we  cannot 
desire  it  at  all.  So  that  ultimately  all  goods  are  personal. 
But,  yet,  as  we  cannot  overlook  the  distinction  between 
our  own  self  and  the  selves  of  others,  the  distinction 
between  the  personal  and  impersonal  good  is  not  wholly 
unimportant. 

(3)  Another  important  distinction  is  that  between 
good  as  means\  and  good  as  end.  Thus  kindness  is  a 
good  ;  and  the  means  by  which  kindness  is  cultivated 
and  developed  comes  also  to  be  regarded  good  in  accor- 
dance with  the  law  of  transference.  For  this  reason 
acts  of  kindness  also  are  goods.  Kindness  is,  thus,  good 
as  end,  while  an  act  of  kindness  is  good  as  means. 
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(4)  The  above  distinction  leads  to  another  very 
important  distinction,  viz.  the  distinction  between  the 
relative  good  zudi  the  absolute  good.  The  relative  good 
is  that  which  is  sought,  not  for  its  own  sake,  but  for  the 
sake  of  an  ulterior  end.  The  absolute  good  is  that  which 
is  sought,  not  for  the  sake  of  any  ulterior  end,  but  for 
its  own  sake,  there  being  nothing  superior  to  or  higher 
thari  it  for  whose  sake  it  can  be  sought.  'Ilius  wealth 
is  a  relative  good,  because  it  is  sought  for  the  sake  of  an 
iilterior  end  such  as  acquirement  of  power,  fame,  &c. 
According  to  Hedonism  pleasure  or  happiness  and  accor- 
ding to  Perfectionism  perfection  or  excellence  of  human 
nature,  are  the  absolute  good,  because  everything  else 
is  sought  as  means  to  its  attainment,  but  it  is  not  sought 
as  means  to  anything  else.  What  the  true  nature  of 
the  absolute  good  is,  we  shall,  discuss  in  the  sequel. 
(  See  Book  II,  Chap.  Ill— VI  ). 

That  there  must  be  an  absolute  good  can  be  easily 
seen  if  we  examine  the  nature  of  the  objects  popularly 
recognised  as  good.  All  of  them  can  be  shown  to  be 
merely  relative  good  ;  because  being  finite  or  limited  in 
nature  they  always  point  to  something  else  to  which 
they  are  subordinate  and  means  ;  and  ultimately  we 
are  compelled  to  stop  at  an  object  which  cannot  be 
pointed  out  as  subordinate  and  means  to  anything  else. 
This  object  put  at  the  top  of  the  infinite  scale  of  grada- 
tion among  the  means  and  ends  is  called  the  absolute 
good.  Aristotle  in  his  ethics  writes  thus  :  "If  then 
there  be  some  one  end  of  all  that  we  do,  for  which  we 
wish  for  its  own  sake,  while  for  other  things  we   wish 
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only  in  so  far  as  they  are  means  to  this— that  is  to  say, 
if  every  object  of  choice  be  not  a  means  to  something 
further,  in  which  case  the  chain  of  means  would  be 
infinite,  and  our  desires  empty  and  objectless, — it  is 
evident  that  this  end  will  be  the  chief  and  supreme 
good."  J.  S.  Mill  also  admits  that  there  is  an  ultimate 
good.  "We  cannot  prove,"  writes  he,  "that  anything 
is  excellent  except  by  proving  that  it  serves  as  a  means 
for  attaining  another  thing  which  is  itself  recognised  as 
being  excellent  without  any  proof.  The  art  of  music 
is  good,  for  the  reason  among  others,  that  it  produces 
pleasure  ;  but  what  proof  is  it  possible  to  give  that 
pleasure  is  good  ?"  Indeed  it  is  impossible  to  say  that 
something  is  good,  or  better  than  some  other  thing 
unless  and  until  we  refer  it  to  a  test  or  criterion  which 
itself  must  be  ultimate  or  absolute,  inasmuch  as  if  it 
were  relative  like  the  former,  it  had,  in  its  turn,  to  be 
referred  to  a  still  higher  test  or  criterion,  and  so  on. 
Thus  we  must  assume  or  take  for  granted  the  existence 
of  the  absolute  good  as  the  ultimate  test  or  criterion  of 
goodness  of  objects. 

The  characteristics  of  the  absolute  good  : 
From  the  above  we  can  gather  the  essential  characteris- 
tics of  the  absolute  good  in  the  following  way  : — (i)  The 
absolute  good  must  be  one.  It  cannot  be  more  than 
one  inasmuch  as  if  there  are  two  or  more  absolute 
goods  they  must  be  Qithex'consistent  or  inconsistent  with 
one  another.  In  the  former  case,  they  will  be  the 
correlative  aspects  of  one  good,  which,  then,  will  be  the 
really  ultimate  good.    In  the  latter  case,  as  we  cannot 
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desire  inconsistent  objects  at  the  same  time  and  in  the 
same  sense,  when  we  choose  one  of  them  we  must 
sacrifice  and  subordinate  the  rest  to  it,  thus  making  it 
the  really  ultimate  good  and  the  rest  only  subordinate 
and  relative. 

(ii)  From  the  above  it  is  manifest  that  the  absolute 
good  must  be  good  intrinsically ,  i.  e.  desired  for  its  own 
sake,  not  for   the  sake  of  anj'thing  else. 

(iii)  It  is  also  the  highest  good  or  Summmn  Bonum, 
because  there  is  no  other  good  that  is  superior  to  it  ; 
and  for  this  reason  it  is  the  common  good — the  good 
that  is  desired  by  all — the  attainment  of  which  forms 
the  ultimate  end  of  all  human  activities. 

(iv)  li  is  t\\Q  personal  gooA.  We  have  found  above 
that  it  is  the  common  good,  and  for  this  very  reason  it 
is  also  a  personal  good,  i.  e.  a  good  which  is  desired  by 
every  person  for  himself.  Or  in  other  words,  it  is  a 
good  for  each  and  for  all  at  the  same  time.  This  per- 
sonal and  universal  character  of  the  absolute  good  is 
based  upon  the  essentially  spiritual  and  social  nature  of 
man.  (  See  Book  II,  Chap.  VI  ). 

(5)  So  long  we  have  proceeded  with  the  supposition 
that  the  term  "good"  bears  only  one  meaning.  "The 
term  "good"  has,- in  fact,  two  meanings  ;  and  we  must, 
with  Leibnizt,  distinguish  two  kinds  of  good,  natural 
and  moral.  Kant  also  recognises  the  distinction  between 
two  kinds  of  good — the  natural  good  and  the  moral 
good.  The  natural  good  are  those  which  are  sought 
either  for  their  own  sake,  or  for  the  sake  of  others. 
Thus  health,  wealth,  speech,  industry,  science,  a  taste 
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for  the  beautiful,,  the  affections,  such   tendencies  as  the 
first  promptings  af  kindness,  moderation,  modesty,   and 
sincerity,  talents,  beauty,  vigor,  wit,  &c.  all  are  natural 
goods.     What,  then,  is  the  mdral  good  ?    "Moral  good 
seems,  then,  to  be  nothing  but  the  good   use  of  natural 
goods,  and  plainly  presupposes  that  there  is  already 
something  which  is  in  itself  naturally  good  :  otherwise 
we  could  not  understand  why  one  action   should  be 
good  rather  than  another.     Every  human  action  has  an 
object  :  it  is  always  intended  to  procure  or  to  destroy, 
either  iii  ourselves  or  in  others,   something  determinate 
and  concrete.     For  example,   to  save  a  friend   consists 
in  saving  either  his  life  or  his  fortune  ;   to   instruct   him 
is  to  increase  the  sum  of  his  khowledge  ;   to   speak   the 
truth  is  to  employ  words  in  the   service   of  thought.     If 
we  assume  that  these  different  objects  are  in  themselves 
absolutely  characterless  then  we  cannot  see  why  these 
various  actions  should  be   better  than   their  opposites. 
To  free  moral   action  from   all   effective  objects  is  to 
destroy  the  action  itself.     If  all  the  goods  in  the  world, 
including  those  of  the  soul,  had  in  themselves  no  more 
value  than  a  pebble,  it  would  be  impossible  to  under- 
stand why  we  ought  to  seek  for  some  and  avoid  others. 
A  moral  law  which  should  command  us  to  break  stones ' 
without  any  objects,  for  the  sake  simply  of  bending  bur 
wills,  would  be  a  law  void  of  all  content,   and  conse- 
quently  senseless."    (  Prof.  Janet,    Theory  of  Morals, 
p  31  ).     From  this   it  is  manifest  that  the  objects  of 
human  pursuits  are  the  natural  goods,  while  conducts  or 
actions  which  consist  in  the  good  use  of  the  natural 
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goods  in  order  to  attain  the  supreme  good  are  the  moral 
goods.  Thus  wealth  is  a  natural  good,  but  its  good  iise 
in  order  to  attain  the  supreme  good,  is  a  moral  good, 
and  its  bad  use  is  a  moral  evil. 

Biit  the  distinction  drawn  between  the  physical  and 
moral  good  seems  to  me  7iot  absolute.  We  have  proved 
that  there  is  only  one  absolute  good.  What  is  the 
nature  of  this  absolute  good  ?  Is  it  physical,  or  moral, 
or  both  at  the  same  time  ?  It  cannot  be  simply  physi- 
cal, because,  then,  the  moral  good  will  be  outside  it  and 
thus  will  be  another  absolute  good,  which  is  absurd. 
For  the  same  '  reason  it  cannot  be  simply  moral  also. 
Thus  it  is  both  physical  and  moral  at  the  same  time. 
This  can  be  proved  in  another  way  :  all  goods  physical 
or  moral  are  such  in  so  far  as  they  are  means,  direct  or 
indirect,  to  the  absolute  good  as  the  ultimate  end  ;  thus 
they  derive  their  character  of  good  from  that  of  the 
absolute  good.  Hence  the  absolute  good  is  both  physi- 
cal and  moral  at  the  same  time.  Now,  if  this  inference 
is  valid,  it  is  manifest  that  tiiere  cannot  be  any  essential 
and  absolute  distinction  between  tlie  ph5'sical  and  the 
moral  good.  They  represent  only  two  stadpoints  from 
which  we  view  the  nature  of  the  good.  Thus  kindness 
is  a  physical  good,  because  it  is  a  good  quality  of  the^ 
soul,  i.  e.  a  quality  which  is  direct  or  indirect  means 
to  the  absolute  good  as  the  ultimate  end  of  all  human 
pursuit  ;  but  it  can  be  a  means  only  when  it  is  rightly 
used  ;  a  mere  kindness  has  no  value,  is  not  good  at  all 
unless  and  until  it  is  used  to  attain  the  absolute  good. 
Thus  a  physical  good  taken  by  itself  is  an  abstraction  ; 
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and  so  is  the  rfioral  good.  A  concrete  good  is  a  physical 
good  that  is  rightly  used  i.  e.  used  to  attain  the  absolute 
good  and  is,  thus,  a  physical  and  moral  good  at  the 
same  time.  Hence  the  distinction  between  these  two 
classes  of  good  seems  to  me,  after  all,  relative  only. 

{6\  Another  important  distinction  that  we  draw 
when  we  make  use  of  the  term  "good"  is  that  between 
human  good  and  cosfnic  good.  Human  good  is  that 
wliicli  is  the  object  of  human  desire  or  the  end  of  human 
activity  ;  while  cosmic  good  is  that  which  serves  the 
cosmic  purpose,  or  realises  the  Final  End  of  the  world 
and  is  not  therefore  realised  by  human  desire  and 
rational  activity.  In  short  it  is  "the  final  cause  or  the 
end  of  being  for  every  object."  But  this  distinction  too 
is  not  absolute.  Man  being  an  integral  part  of  the 
world  system,  human  good  is  included  in  cosmic  good, 
though  not  identical  with  it. 

Theories  of  tlie  absolute  good  :—  (See  Book 
II,  Chap.  HI— VI  ). 

(IV)  Blight  and  good  :— In  their  radical  significa- 
tion 'right''  and  "good"  seem  to  be  different ;  and  so 
also  in  their  ordinary  application.  Thus  we  ordinarily 
say  that  "kindness''  is  good,  but  scarcely  say  that  it  is 
right  ;  and  we  always  say  that  a  kind  act  is  both  good 
and  right.  I^Vom  this  it  is  evident  that  the  term  "good"' 
is  applied  both  to  action  and  the  object  of  action  ; 
whereas  the  term  "right"  is  applied  to  action  only. 
Hence  the  notion  of  "good''  is  wider  than  that  of 
"right"  and  includes  it.  Thus  the  notions  of  "good" 
and  "right"   are  not  incongruous.     What   is    right    or 
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"according  to  rule  or  law''  is  found,  after  due  analysis, 
to  be  such  as  to  realise  an  end  or  good.  Thus  a  parti- 
cular kind  act  is  right,  because  it  is  in  accordance  with 
the  law  "all  kind  acts  are  right.''  But  if  it  is  asked 
how  can  we  show  that  "all  kind  acts  are  right"  ?  the 
answer  would  be  either  that  we  discern  the  truth  of  the 
law  directly  and  intuitively,  or  that  we  recognise  its 
truth  because  it  is  a  means  to  the  realisation  of  the 
ultimate  good  or  end  of  human  life.  The  former  is  the 
view  entertained  by  the  Rigorists  or  Intuitionists  and 
the  latter  by  the  Hedonists  and  Eudgemonists.  Thus 
according  to  the  latter  class  of  writers  "right''  is  subor- 
dinate to  "the  highest  good/'  as  a  means  is  subordinate 
to  an  end  ;  whereas,  according  to  the  former,  at  least 
in  its  extreme  form,  "right"  is  identified  with  "the 
highest  good"  au4  is,  thus,  regarded  as  "the  only  good''; 
while  in  its  moderate  form  two  classes  of  goods — the 
physical  and  moral  good — are  distinguished  ;  but  the 
former  is  made  subordinate  to  the  latter  and  the  latter 
is  identified  with  "the  highest  good.'' 


Chapter  VI. 
The  object  of  Moral  Judgment. 

I.    The  nature  of  Moral  Judgment :— All 

judgments,  as  we  have  found,  may  be  arranged  under 
two  classes  :  (a)  judgments  of  facts  ox  factual  judgments, 
{b)  judgments  upon  facts  or  judgments  of  value  ox  judi- 
cial judgments.  The  former  simply  state  the  conditions, 
temporal  and  spatial  relations,  &c.  of  facts,  while  the 
latter  describes  the  value  and  meaning  of  those  facts  by 
reference  to  some  "norms"  or  standards.  All  positive 
sciences  are  concerned  with  the  former  class  of  judg- 
ments, whereas  all  normative  sciences  with  the  latter. 
The  moral  judgment  belongs  to  the  latter  class  ;  it  con- 
sists in  the  description  of  the  moral  value  and  significance 
of  facts  by  reference  to  the  standard  or  ideal  of  moral 
excellence,  just  as  the  logical  or  intellectual  and  the  aes- 
thetic judgments  are  the  statements  of  the  agreement  or 
disagreement  of  facts  with  the  standard  or  ideal  of  Truth 
and  Beauty  respectively.  But  it  should  be  borne  in  mind 
here  that  the  moral  judgment  is  not  pkssed  upon  all  facts, 
but  only  on  those  facts  that  are  called  human  conducts, 
i.  e.  the  voluntary  actions  of  man.  (  see,  above,  Chap.  I. 
pp.  8—9  ). 

Another  important  question  in  this  connection  sug- 
gests itself :  Is  moral  judgrtjent  intuitive  or  discursive, 
fero^tional  or  inferential  ?  Two  rival  theories  have  been 


104  MORAL  PHILOSOPHY 

offered  for  answering  this  question.  The  upholders  of 
what  Dr.  Sidgwick  has  called  Perceptional  or  Inductive 
lutuitionism  are  of  opinion  that  the  moral  judgment  is 
intuitive,  perceptional ;  that  when  we  discern  an  action  to 
be  rfght  or  wrong,  we  do  so  intuitively  or  immediately 
just  as  we  discern  the  quality  of  a  thing  directly  or  im- 
mediately in  our  perception  ;  that  thus  the  perception  of 
the  moral  quality  of  an  action  which  is  expressed  in  the 
moral  judgment  is  of  the  same  character  as  the  percep- 
tion of  the  physical  quality  of  a  thing.  {  Butler,  Shaftes- 
bury, Hutcheson,  Adam  Smith,  Martineau,  &c.  ).  In 
very  recent  times  Dr.  Bradley  seems  to  maintain  a  similar 
view.  "Moral  judgments,"  holds  he,  "are  not  discursive, 
but  intuitive".  (  Ethical  Studies,  p.  176  ).  The  uphol- 
ders of  what  Dr.  Sidgwick  has  called  Deductive  Intuitio- 
nism,  on  the  other  hand,  consider  the  moral  judgment 
as  discursive,  mediate,  inferential ;  the  discernment  of 
the  moral  quality  of  an  action,  of  which  the  moral  judg- 
ment is  an  explicit  statement,  is  not  intuitive  or  imme- 
diate, but  inferential  or  mediate  ;  what  we  directly  per- 
cieve  is  the  action  itself  as  an  occurrence  in  time  and 
space,  and  the  knowledge  of  its  moral  quality  is  the  result 
of  comparison  of  the  act  with  a  moral  law  discerned  in- 
tuitively, or  some  other  standard  of  right  and  wrong  such 
as  pleasure  or  moral  excellence.  (  Aristotle,  Reid,  Ste- 
wart, Calderwood,  the  hedonists,  the  Perfectionists,  &c. ). 
"Knowledge  of  moral  quality   in  an   action,"   says  Prof 

Calderwood,  "is  not  of  the  nature  of  Perception 

Knowledge   of  moral  quality   is  of  the  nature   of  judg- 
ment.   The  knowledge  of  an  action   as  fact  is  one  thing, 
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the  knowledge  of  that  action  as  right  or  wrong  is  another 
thing.     The  former  involves  simple  perception,  the  latter 

is  attained  only  by  comparison Moral  judgment 

does  not  result  from  the  comparison  of  individual  objects, 
but  from  the  comparison  of  a  particular  act  with  a  gene- 
ral truth."  Thus,  "every  accurate  moral  judgment  affi- 
rms a  particular  application  of  a  general  moral  truth.  It 
contains  a  principle  valid  as  a  law  of  activity,  not  only 
in  the  particular  case,  but  in  all  similar  cases  ;  not  only 
at  this  time  but  at  all  times  ;  a  principle  whose  validity 

is  in  its  own  nature It  is  therefore   an  essential 

feature  of  a  valid  moral  judgment  that  it  carries  in  it  a 
general  truth."  (  Hand  Book  of  Moral  Philosophy,  thir- 
teenth edition,  pp.  26 — 29  ).  "  It  ( i.  e.  the  moral  judg- 
ment )  does  not  merely  state,  "  maintains  Prof.  Macken- 
zie, "the  nature  of  some  object,  but  compares  it  with  a 
standard,  and  by  means  of  this  standard  pronouces  it  to 
be  good  or  evil,  right  or  wrong."(Manual  of  Ethics,  p,  1 27). 
The  absolute  distinction  between  the  intuitive  and 
the  inferential  character  of  the  moral  judgment  cannot 
certainly  be  maintained.  As  in  the  intellectual  sphere, 
so  in  the  moral,  intuition  and  inference  do  not  represent 
two  absolutely  distinct  kinds  of  knowledge,  but  only  two 
correlated  stages  of  it.  In  both  an  element  of  judgment 
is  present  :  only  in  the  one  it  is  implicit,  and  in  the 
other  explicit.  But  every  judgment  in  which  two  ideas 
are  combined  presupposes  a  general  principle  of  combi- 
nation ;  and  we  become  sure  of  the  truth  of  an  intuition 
when  we  are  able  to  show  its  agreement  with  a  general 
principle.    This  is  true  not  only  in  the  intellectual   per- 
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ception,  but  also  in  the  moral  perception.  In  the  intellec- 
tual perception  we  apply  .some  general  principles,  techni- 
cally called  the  categories  of  understanding,  such  as 
substance  and  accident,  cause  and  effect,  reciprocity,  &c ; 
but  in  ordinary  instances  their  application  is  implicit  or 
unconscious  ;  only  after  logical  analysis  and  philosophi- 
cal reflection  we  come  to  detect  their  presence  and 
consider  their  application  indispensably  necessary.  With- 
out differentiation  and  integration  no  knowledge  is 
possible  ;  yet  in  most  instances  we  are  not  conscious  of 
these  processes.  Likewise,  in  the  moral  perception,  we 
apply  a  general  principle  to  an  act,  or  compare  it  with  a 
moral  standard,  even  though  in  most  instances  such 
application  or  comparison  is  implicit  or  unconscious  ; 
and  only  after  due  reflection  we  come  to  understand  that 
the  validity  of  the  perception  or  intuition  rests  upon  the  . 
possibility  of  the  application  of  a  universal  principle,  or 
of  the  comparison  of  it  with  a  moral  ideal.  The  truth, 
therefore,  is  that  in  all  simple  and  ordinary  instances 
we  discern  the  moral  quality  of  an  action  without  going 
through  any  distinct  and  explicit  process  of  reasoning  ; 
but  in  all  complicated  and  difficult  cases,  we  distinctly 
and  explicitly  apply  a  general  principle  to  an  act,  or 
compare  it  with  a  moral  ideal. 

II.  The  object  of  Moral  Judgment :— The 
object  upon  which  we  pass  the  moral  judgment  is,  as  we 
have  found,  conduct  or  voluntary  action.  (  See,  pp.  4 — 6 
of  this  Book  ).  But  voluntary  action  is  a  complex  whole  ; 
it  is  that  which  is  performed  with  an  end  in  view — an 
end  in  the  attaiment  of  which  the  agent  finds   his   satis- 
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faction.  Again,  this  end  is  not  always  simple,  but  in 
most  instances  complex,  i.  e.  constituted  by  several  ends, 
one  of  which  being  primary  and  the  rest  being  subordi- 
nated or  subsidiary  to  it.  Each  of  these  ends  is  the 
production  of  some  consequence  which  affects  the  wel- 
fare of  other  men  for  good  or  ill,  and  ultimately  that  of 
the  world  as  a  whole.  Thus  conduct  involves  two 
factors  :  (i)  The  idea  of  an  end  to  realise  which  an  overt 
action  is  performed,  and  which  may  be  called  the 
internal  side  of  conduct  ;  and  (ii>  the  overt  act,  which  is  a 
means  to  the  end  and  may  be  called  the  external  side  of 
conduct.  Now,  it  is  evident  that  to  judge  the  moral 
worth  of  conduct,  we  must  take  into  account  only  the 
first,  i.  e.  the  end  ;  for  the  second,  i.  e.  the  overt  act,  is 
an  event  taking  place  in  a  space  and  time,  and  thus,  has, 
like  other  events  of  nature,  no  moral  value,  when  taken 
by  itself,  i.  e.  apart  from  the  end.  This  idea  of  an  end 
which  constitutes  the  internal  side  of  conduct,  or  the 
whole  mental  attitude  towards  it  is,  as  we  have  found, 
intention  or  the  group  of  those  ideal  consequences  to 
produce  which  the  overt  act  is  performed.  (  See,  pp. 
66 — .•JO  of  this  Book  ).  Hence  when  we  say  that  conduct 
or  voluntary  action  is  the  real  object  of  moral  judgment 
what  we  really  mean  is  that  it  is  intention  upon  which 
the  moral  judgment  is  passed — it  is  intention  that  is 
morally  imputable,  that  determines  the  moral  value  of 
an  overt  act :  if  the  intention  is  good,  the  action  is  good  ; 
if  it  is  bad,  the  action  is  bad. 

But   intention   is  not   an   isolated  state  of  our  mind. 
It   is   related   to   character.       Of    course   a    particular 
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intention  does  not  express  the  whole  character  of  a 
man.  A  particular  intention  may  be  good,  yet  the 
character  on  the  whole  may  be  bad  ;  or  it  may 
be  bad,  yet  the  character,  on  the  whole,  good.  As  a 
system  character  is  constituted  by  different  stages  or 
"universes  of  desires,"  and  in  every  case  intention 
expresses  only  a  particular  stage  or  ''universe  of  desires." 
Thus  the  goodness  of  a  particular  intention  indicates  the 
goodness,  and  its  badness  the  badness  of  character  as 
exhibited  through  it  at  the  time.  Hence  when  we  pass 
moral  judgment  upon  intention,  we  really  pass  it  on 
character  as  expressed  through  the  intention.  Thus 
character,  or  rather  the  person  having  the  character  or 
doing  an  action  is  the  ultimate  object  of  moral  judgment. 

III.  Review  of  Theories  :  (a)  Most  of  the 
writers  of  the  idealistic  school  maintain  that  the  real  ob- 
ject of  the  moral  judgment  is /«o/roe,  not  intention,  un- 
derstanding by  motive  that  part  of  intention  which  acts 
zs  persuasives.  ,  See  p.  6i  and  pp.  66 — 68  of  this  Book  ). 
"I  think,"  says  Prof.  Mackenzie,  "we  must  maintain 
that  it  is  on  the  motive  that  the  moral  judgment  is 
passed,  or  at  least  that  the  motive  is  properly  taken  in- 
to account  in  passing  judgment.''  (  Manual  of  Ethics, 
p  135  ).  Prof.  Muirhead  and  Dr.  D'  Arcy  write  in  the 
same  strain  :  "we  may  say  that  an  act  is  good  because 
the  motive  is  good.''  (  Elements  of  Ethics,  p.  62  ). 
"Morality  is  a  quality  of  action.  The  consequences  of 
an  act,  then,  influence  its  morality  only  in  so  far  as  they 
form  the  end  which  the  agent  consciously  sets  before 
him,"   ■  i.  e.  the  motive  ).      (  A  Short  Study  of  Ethics, 
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p  83  ).      This  view  seems  to  me  erroneous  ;  inasmuch 
as,   in  the  first  place,  it  takes  motive  in  a  sense  that  is 
erroneous,  '  see  p  66  of  this  Book  )  ;    and  in  the  second 
place,  it  fails  to  account   for  the  responsibility  of  the 
agent  for  those   foreseen   consequences  which   act   as 
deterrents,   or  to  which  be  is  indifferent..     Take  the  ex- 
ample as  given  by  Prof.  Mackenzie  himself.    "It  may  be 
objected,  of  course,   that  a  man's  motives  are  sometimes 
excellent,   while  yet   we  feel  bound  to  condemn   his  ac- 
tions.   Some  fanatics,  for  instance,   have  performed  acts 
of  the   utmost  atrocity   'thinking  that  they  did  God  ser- 
vice'. Are  we  to  approve  these  actions,  it  may  be  asked, 
because   the  end   aimed  at  was  good  ?'      In  answering 
this  question  he  holds  that   though  the  action  itself  as  a 
thing  done   is  not  a  desirable  result,  yet  "in  so  far  as 
they  were   aiming  steadfastly  at  a  definite  end,   and  in 
so  far  as  that   end  was  a  good  one,  we  must  approve  of 
their  actions.     As  a  rule,   indeed,   we  shall  not   entirely 
approve  of  them  ;    but  the  reason  is  that   we  do  not  re- 
gard their  aims  as  perfectly   good.      This  is  implied  in 
calHng  them   fanatics.      A  fanatic  is  one  who   pursues 
some  narrow  end  as  if  it  were  the  supreme  good.    The 
motive  of  such   a  man   is  not  the  best  possible,   and 
the  more  conscientiously  he  is  guided   by  that  motive 
the  more  certainly  will  his  actions  not  be  the  best  possi- 
ble''.    (  Manual  of  Ethics,  pp.  136 — 37  ).      The  vacilla- 
tion  exhibited  in  this  argument   evidently  shows  the 
untenability  of  the  view   that   the   moral   value  of  the 
motive   determines  the   moral   value  of  the  action.     In 
this  case  it  is  certain  that  the  motive  of  the  fanatics  was 
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the  best  possible  ;   yet  instead  of  regarding  their  actions 
as  good,   we   disapprove  of  them   to  a  certain  extent. 
Why  ?      Prof.  Mackenzie's  answer  is,  we  do  so  because 
their  motive  is  narrow,   or  not  perfectly  good.     But  this 
is  no  answer  at  all.      The  thought  of  doing  God  service 
is  certainly  the  best  possible  motive  :    but  yet  it  is  viti- 
ated by  its  association   with  acts  of  the  utmost  atrocity. 
Infact,   in  the  present  case,   the  actions  are  judged,  not 
by  reference   to  the   motive  as  understood    by    Prof. 
Mackenzie,  but  to  the  intention  or  the  ideal  consequen- 
ces.   Their  actions  are  not  entirely  approved  of  because 
they  are  held  responsible  also  for  the  consequences  follo- 
wing upon  their  atrocious  deeds  ;    and  these  consequen- 
ces, being  positively  bad,  detract  from  the  perfectly 
good  character  of  their   primary  end,  viz.  doing  God 
service.      This  is  the  real   reason   why  their   motive  is 
called  narrow  or  not  perfectly  good  ;    and  their  inten- 
tion  taken  as  a  whole  being  not  entirely  good,   the  ac- 
tions determined  by  such   an  intention   are   not  consi- 
dered also  entirely  good.      If  they  adopted  good  means 
also  their  intention  as  well  as  their  actions  would  have 
been  as  good  as  possible. 

Thus  we  find  that  merely  the  nature  of  a  part  of 
intention  regarded  as  motive  by  this  class  of  writers 
does  not  really  determine  the  nature  of  action  ;  and  this 
is  manifest  particularly  in  those  instances  where  the  bad- 
ness of  the  other  part  of  intention  far  outweighs  its 
goodness.  Moreover  it  is  difficult  to  see  why  a  man 
should  be  held  responsible  for  those  foreseen  conse- 
quences which  are  included  in  his  intention,   but  do  not 
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form  part  of  his  mo vive.  Thus,  in  the  above,  instance, 
why  should  the  fanatics  be  held  accountable  for  the  bad 
consequences  of  their  atrocious  deeds  which,  though 
intended  by  them,  do  not  form  part  of  their  motive  ? 
Prof.  Mackenzie  admits  in  the  last  part  of  his  argument 
that  the  badness  of  the  consequences  affect  the  moral 
value  of  both  their  motive  and  actions  ;  but  yet,  accor- 
ding to  his  definition  of  motive,  these  bad  ideal  conse- 
quences should  not  be  included  in  it.  The  truth  is  that 
it  is  impossible  to  deny  that  a  man  is  responsible  for  the 
consequences  which  are  foreseen  and  intended  by  him, 
it  matters  not  whether  they  act  as  persuasives  or  diss- 
uasives.  We,  therefore,  conclude  that  intention,  not 
motive  regarded  as  the  persuasive  part  of  intention,  is  the 
real  object  of  moral  judgment. 

{b)  The  intuitionists  in  general  hold  that  the  good- 
ness or  badnegs  of  an  action  is  entirely  and  uncondi- 
tionally determined  by  the  goodness  or  badness  of  the 
motive  which  prompts  us  to  the  action,  without  any 
regard  to  the  consequences.  "What  we  judge  is  always 
the  inner  spring  of  an  action,  as  distinguished  from  its 
outward  operation.  For,  whatever  else  may  be  implied 
in  its  being  a  personal  phenomenon,  this  at  least  is  in- 
volved, that  it  is  issued  by  the  mind,  and  has  its  dynamic 
source  there  ;  and  on  that  source  it  is,  accordingly,  that 
our  verdict  is  pronounced."  f  Dr.  Martineau.  Types  of 
Ethical  Theory,  vol.  II,  p  24  ).  Dr.  Martineau  being 
the  greatest  exponent  of  the  above  theory  in  recent 
times,  we  shall  here  consider  his  view  only.  He  has 
prepared  an   elaborate   list   of  the   motives  or  what  he 
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calls  the  "Springs  of  action".     It  is  as  follows  : — 
Lowest 

1.  Secondary  Passions — Censoriousness^  Vindictive^ 
ness,  Suspiciousness. 

2.  Secondary  Organic  Propensions  ; — Love  of  Ease 
and  Sensual  Pleasure, 

3.  Primary  Organic  Propensions  ; — Appetites, 

4.  Primary    Animal    Propensions  ; —   Spontaneous 
Activity  (  unselective  ). 

5.  Love  of  Gain(reflective  derivative  from  Appetite), 

6.  Secondary   Affections    (  sentimental   indulgence 
of  sympathetic  feelings  ).  ' 

7.  Primary   Passions  j — Antipathy,   Fear,    Resent- 
ment. 

8.  Causal  Energy  ;  -Love  of  Power,   or  Ambition  ; 
Love  of  Liberty. 

9.  Secondary  Sentiments  ; — Love  of  Culture. 

10.  Primary  Sentiments  of  Wonder  and  Admiration.. 

11.  Primary  Affections   Parental  and  Social  ;  -with 
(  approximately  )    Generosity  and  Gratitude, 

12.  Primary  Affection  of  Compassion, 

1 3.  Primary  Sentiment  of  Reverence. 

Highest. 
(  Types  of  Ethical  Theory,  vol.  II,  p  266  ). 
In  this  table  the  springs  of  action  are  arranged  in 
order  of  merit  ethically  considered.  If  we  examine  this 
table  we  find  what  Dr.  Martineau  means  by  an  inner 
spring  of  action  upon  which,  as  he  holds,  the  moral 
judgment  is  passed.  By  an  inner  spring  of  action  he 
sometimes    means  a  feeling    such  as  antipathy,  fear, 
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resenlment,  aftections,  wonder,  admiration",  reverence. 
&c. ;  sometimes  a  want  or  impulse  such  as  the  appetites  ; 
and  sometimes  a  desire  such  as  the  secondary  pro- 
pensions,  passions,  affections  and  sentiments.  So  tliat 
according  to  him  the  precise  object  of  moral  judgment 
is  soinetimes  a  feeh'ng,  sometimes  a  want  or  impulse  and 
sometimes  a  mere  desire.  But,  as  we  have  foiind^  a 
mere  feeling,  impulse  or  desire  cannot  be  the  motive  or 
deterniinant  of  the  moral  i.  e.  voluntary  action.  (  See 
pp.  61 — 66  of  this  Hook  j. 

The  second  defect  of  his  theory  consists  in  his  omis- 
sion to  take  into  consideration  the  foreseen  or  intended 
consequences  of  an  action  in  passing  judgment  upon  it. 
So  that  all  the  adverse  comments  that  we  have  passed 
upon  the  theory  of  the  idealistic  school  should  be  passed 
upon  it  also.  But  to  be  fair  to  him  we  must  admit  that 
he  has  tried  to  reconcile  his  view  with  Bentham's  by 
holding  that  the  intended  consequences  also  should  be 
taken  into  account  in  estimating  conduct.  "Is  there  no 
room,''  writes  he,  "in  morals  for  the  computation  of  plea- 
surable and  painful  consequences  at  all  ?  Undoubtedly; 
there  is  :  in  two  ways.  First,  the  computation  is  already 
more  or  less  involved  in  the  preference  of  this  or  that 
spring  of  action  ;  for  in  proportion  as  the  springs  of  action 
are  self  conscious,  they  contemplate  their  own  effects, 
and  judgment  upon  them  is  included  in  our  judgment  on 

the  disposition.  Secondly  : the  choice  of  means  by; 

which  to  carry  out  the  workings  of  a  spring  of  conduct 
can  be  made  only  by  consideration  of  consequences., 
Thus,  in  the  solution  of  all  ethical  problems,  we 

15 


114  MORAL   PHILOSOPHY. 

have  successive  recourse  to  two  distinct  rules  .:  viz.  the 
Canon  of  Principles,  which  gives  the  true  Moral  Criteri- 
on for  determining  the  right  of  the  case  ;  and  then,  the 
Canon  of  Consequences,  which  gives  the  Rational  Criteri- 
on for  determining  its  .  wisdom.  The  former  suffices  for 
the  estimate  of  character  ;  but  for  the  estimate  of  con- 
duct, must  be  supplemented  by  the  latter''.  (  Types  of 
Ethical  Theory,  pp.  275 — 76  ). 

Here  Dr.  Mairtineau  makes  two  assertions  :  (i)  when 
the  springs  of  action  are  self-conscious,  i.  e.  desires,  then, 
the  consequences  should  be  taken  into  account.  But 
according  to  him,  all  springs  of  action  are  not  self-cons- 
cious ;  the  primary  springs  of  action  are  blind  feelings 
and  impulses  which  do  not  contemplate  their  own 
effects.  So  that  at  least  in  tlieir  case  the  consequences 
should  not  be  taken  into  account.  Thus  his  first  asser- 
tion comes  to  this  :  when  the  prompting  to  action 
comes  from  desire,  the  intended  consequences  should  be 
taken  into  account  ;  when  it  comes  from  other  springs 
of  action  as  feelings  and  impulses,  they  should  not. 
(2)  In  estimating  character  the  purity  or  impurity  of  the 
inner  principles  should  be  considered  ;  while  in  esti- 
mating conduct  the  nature  of  both  the  inner  principles 
and  the  intended  consequences  must  be  taken  into  acco- 
unt. But  the  former  gives  the  moral  criterion  and  the 
latter  the  rational  criterion.  And  as  Ethics  is  concerned 
only  with  the  morality  of  character  and  conduct,  we 
are  required  to  take  into  account  only  the  moral  criteri- 
on. Thus  his  second  assertion  comes  practically  to  this  : 
to  estimate  the.  morality  of  both  character  and  conduct 
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there  is  really  only  one  criterion  :  it  is  the  moral  criteri- 
on, i.  e.  the  purity  or  impurity  of  the  inner  springs  of 
action  ;  and  the  intended  consequences  have  nothing  to 
do  with  the  morality  of  them.  So  that  his  attempt  to 
rectify  his  one-sided  view  with  regard  to  the  object  of 
moral  judgment  is  a  failure. 

(c)  The  modern  utilitarians,  on  the  other  hand,  hold 
that  unless  an  action  is  done  intentionally  it  has  no 
moral  worth.  "The  action  derives  its  moral  quality  not 
from  the  motive  or  character  which  it  expresses,  but 
from  the  effects  which  it  produces.  Those  effects,  indeed, 
do  not  entitle  the  act  to  be  reckoned  morally  good  or 
bad,  unless  it  is  one  which  the  agent  intends  or  wills  to 
do  ;  but,  given  the  intentional  act,  it  is  not  on  the 
motive  which  leads  to  its  being  intended,  but  on  its 
effects  in  the  way  of  pleasure  or  pain,  that  its  morality 
depends."  J.  S.  Mill  is  very  emphatic  on  this  point. 
"The  motive  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  morality  of  the 
action,  though  much  with  the  worth  of  the  agent.  He 
who  saves  a  fellow  creature  from  drowning  does  what  is 
morally  right,  whether  his  motive  be  duty,  or  the  hope 
of  being  paid  for  his  trouble  ;  he  who  betrays  the  friend 
that  trusts  him  is  guilty  of  a  crime,  even  if  his  object  be 
to  serve  another  friend  to  whom  he  is  under  greater 
obligations.''  (  Utilitarianism,  p  26  ).  But  to  meet  the 
criticism  of  this  theory  by  Mr.  Davies  that  "surely  the 
Tightness  or  wrongness  of  saving  a  man  from  drowning 
does  depend  very  much  upon  the  motive  with  which 
it  is  done,"  Mill  modifies  his  theory  thus  :  "The  morality 
pf  the  action  depends  entirely  upon  the  intention— that 
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is,  upon  what  the  agent  wills  to  do.  But  the  motive, 
that  is  the  feeh'ng  which  makes  him  will  so  to  do^  if  it 
makes  ho  iiifference  in  the  act,  makes  none  in  the 
nioriality  :  though  it  makes  a  great  difference  in  our 
morat  estimation  of  the  agent,  especially  if  it  indicates 
a  good  or  a  bad  habitual  disposition — a  bent  of  character 
from  which  useful  or  from  which  hurtful  actions  are 
likely  to  arise.''  ( Ibid,  p  27,  note  ).  Thus,  according 
to  him,  the  motive  has  something  to  do  with  the  mora- 
lity of  the  action  when  it  makes  a  difference  in  it  ;  but 
when  it  does  not  do  so,  difference  in  it  does  not  make 
any  difference'  in  the  morality  of  the  act.  This  evidently 
shows  that  the  motive  has  no  necessary  connection  with 
the  morality  of  the  action,  which  is  entirely  determined 
by  the  nature  of  the  intention.  Now,  the  important 
thing  that  we  are  to  consider  here  is  what  he  means  by 
motive  and  intention.  Evidently,  by  motive  he  means 
feeling  which  makes  a  man  will  to  do  something  ;  and 
by  intentioti,  the  intended  consequences  produced  by,  or 
following  upon  the  action.  But,  as  we  have  found, 
feeling  cannot  be  the  motive  of  a  moral  action  ;  and 
intended  consequences  include  motive  when  rightly 
understood.  We  Ijave  also  found  that  intention  when 
understood  as  the  real  psychological  antecedent  to,  and 
therefore  the  ireal  motive  of,  moral  action,  includes  the 
idea  of  all  the' intended  consequences  of  such  action. 
The  real  defects  of  Mill's  view  lie  in  the'fact  that  he 
supposes  that  the  motive  and  the  intended  consequent 
aire  two  distinct  things  ;  so  that  they  can  be  separated 
and  considered  apart    from  each  other.    This  forced 
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separation  between  motive  and  intention  lies,  at  the 
basis  of  his  curious  theory  that  mqtive  has  nothing,  to  do« 
with  the  niorality  of  actioq,  as  if  an  aqtion  were  entirely 
distinct  from  its  motive  and  therefore  separable  from  it. 
Motive  and  overt  action  are  two  sides  of  the  complex, 
fact  called  conduct.  The  overt  act,  taken  by  itself,  is, a 
physical  event  and  thus,  like  other  physical  events,  has 
no  moral  value.  It  acquires  such  value  when  considered 
as  the  external  expression  of  the  motive.  Motive  a,nd 
action  are,  tlius,  inseparable  ;  and  neither  of  them  has 
any  ethical  meaning,  when  considered  apart  from  the 
other.  Again,  as  we  have  found,  motive  is  related  to 
character.  Therefore,  character,  motive,  action  and  the 
intended  consequent  are  interrelated  and  inseparable. 
This  is  evident  if  we  consider  the  illustrations  as  given  by 
Mill  himself.In  accordance  with  his  dofctrine  the  act  of 
saving  a  fellow  creature  from  drowning  out  of  the  sense 
of  duty  and  the  same  act  done  from  the  hope  of  some' 
reward  are  equally  right ;  because  here  though  the  motives 
are  different,  yet  in  both  the  cases  the  act  produces  or  is 
followed  by  the  same  beneficial  consequences  :  that  is 
to  say,  in  this  case  this  difference  in  the  motive  does  not 
make  any  difference  in  the  act.  This  strjinge  theory 
does,  no  doubt,  do  violence  to  the  moral  consciousness 
of  mankind,  inasmuch  as  it  fails"  to  account  for  the  res- 
ponsibility of  a  man  for  his  actions.  Indeed  it  is  very 
difficult  to  see  why  a  man  should  be  held  answerable 
for  action  whose  morality  is  determined  by  other  consi- 
derations than  his  motive  and  character.  If  the  action 
is  the  expression  of  the  motive  and  character,  its  mor^- 
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lity  must  be  determined  by  them  ;  if  it  is  not,  then,  it 
is  a  fact  which  has  no  necessary  connection  with  his 
ndture  and  for  which,  therefore,  he  is  not  accountable. 
Mill's  whole  theory  is  based  upon  the  erroneous  suppo- 
sition'that  we  pass  moral  judgment,  not  upon  the  person 
doing,  but  upon  the  thing  done,  i.  e.  upon  the  action  as 
a  physical  event  occurring  in  time  and  space,  and  ab- 
stracted from  its  psychological  conditions,  viz.  the  motiv? 
and  character. 

Thus  we  arrive  at  the  conclusion  that  the  real  object 
of  moral  judgment  is  zWe«to?2,  not  motive  understood 
either  as  a  part  of  intention  which  acts  as  persuasivfes, 
i.  e.  which  forms  the  direct  object  of  desire  or  the 
primary  end  in  view,  or  as  a  mere  feeling,  impulse, 
desire  which  prompts  the  will  to  action  irrespective  of 
its  choice  :  nor  intention  understood  as  simply  the 
external  consequences  of  the  action  intended  and  fore- 
seen by  the  agent,  but  not  including  the  motive  which 
prompts  the  will.  But  intention  is  organically  related 
to  character  ;  and  character  belongs  to  a  person.  So 
that  the  ultimate  object  of  moral  judgment  is  person 
having  a  character  which  expresses  itself  in  and  through 
the  intention.  Hence,  when  we  want  to  estimate  the, 
moral  worth  of  an  action  what  we  ought  really  to  do 
is  to  take  into  account  the  intention  as  a  whole,  i.  e. 
all  the  foreseen  and  intended  consequences  and  to  see 
whether  these  consequences  are,  on  the  whole,  good  or 
bad  ;  if  they  are,  on  the  whole,  good,  the  action  must 
be  pronounced  good  ;  if,  on  the  whole,  bad,  the  action 
must  be  declared  bad.     Again,   when  we  want  to  esti- 
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mate  character  as  a  whole,  we  should  take  into  consi- 
deration, not  a  paticular  action,  but  all  the  actions  and 
see  whether  they  are,  on  the  whole,  good  or  bad.  The 
goodness  or  badness  of  the  actions  as  a  whole  deter- 
mines the  goodness  or  badness  of  the  character  ;  and 
thus,  the  degree  of  the  goodness  or  the  badness  of  the 
former  determines  the  degree  of  the  goodness  or  bad- 
ness of  the  latter. 

Another  important  point  remains  to  be  considered. 
Is  it  necessary  that  an  intention  should  be  embodied  in 
an  overt  act  before  the  moral  judgment  is  passed  upon 
it  ?  Or  may  intention  liself  be  the  object  of  moral 
judgment  |>  Some  writers  are  of  opinion  that  every 
intention,  that  is  not  a  mere  passing  state  of  mind,  is  an 
act  of  choice,  a  determination — "a  fully-formed  purpose, 
a  determined  effort  to  produce  a  result,"  and  as  such,  is 
the  object  of  moral  judgment,  it  matters  not  if  it  fails 
to  issue  in  an  overt  act.  A  good  intention  may  fail  to 
embody  itself  in  an  action  on  account  of  the  interven- 
tion of  unfavourable  external  circumstances,  but  still  it 
is  good.  Similar  also  is  the  case  with  a  bad  intention. 
In  short  an  intention  may  be  good  or  bad  quite  in- 
dependently of  its  issue  in  action.  "The -moment  which 
completes  the  mental  antecedents  (i.  e.  the  inner  springs 
of  action  ),''  writes  Dr.  Martineau,  "touches  the  charac- 
ter with  a  clearer  purity  or  a  fresh  stain  ;  nor  can  any 
hindrance,  by  simply  stopping  execution,  wipe  out  the 
light  or  shade  :  else  would  guilt  return  to  innocence  by 
being  frustrated,  and  goodness  go  for  nothing  when  it 
strives  in  vain It  is  a  characteristic  of  the  Christian 
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ethics,  and  finds  its  most  solemn  expression  in  tli'e 
Sermon  on  the  Mount,  where  the  eye  of  liist  and  the 
heart  of  hate  are  called  to  account  with  the  adulterer 
and  the  murderer."  (  Types  of  Ethical  Theory,  Vol.  II, 
p.  26  ).  "It  is  hot  what  man  Does,"  says  Browning, 
"which  (exalts  him  but  what  man  Would  Do.'*  This, 
of  course,  does  not  imply  that  the  action  is  morally 
indifferent.  It  has  also  a  moral  value  iilasmuch  as  it 
affects  thfe  well-being  of  others  for  gbdd  6i  ill.  So  that 
a  man  Who  forms  an  intention  and  acts  accordingly, 
£tctS  doiibiy  well  or  ill  as  the  case  may  be  and  is,  there- 
fore, better  or  worse  than  a  man  whbse  intfentidn  Has 
not  as  yet  issued  in  action. 

This  view  seems  to  be  erroneous.  A  mere  intention, 
a  mere  resolution  is  morally  indifferent  inasmuch  as  it 
is  a  bare  absti^action — only  an  aspect  of  the  whole  con- 
crete fact  called  conduct.  The  intention  as  understood 
in  the  preceding  quotations  is  merely  a.  tendency,  or  "desire 
to  act  in  a  particular  way  ;  and  has  no  moral  significance 
apart  from  the  action  to  which  it  leads.  But  the  inten- 
tion as  understood  in  the  sense  we  have  described  above 
(  see  p.  66  of  this  Book  )  is  inseparable  from  the  action 
and  when  divorced  from  the  latter  loses  all  its  moral 
significance.  There  is  a  wide  interval  between  a  mere 
intention  and  an  intention  embodied  in  an  action,'  like 
that  esiisting  between  a  seed  and  a  full-grown  tree.  The 
one  is  a  mere  possibility  and  the  other  a  living  actuality. 
No  doubt  intention  itself  is  an  act  of  choice — a.  deter- 
mination, but  as  such  it  is  only  a  psychological  fact  and 
like  any  other  psychological  fact  has  no  nibral  valiie. 
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when  taken  by  itself.  A  psychological  fact  simply  ts, 
whereas  a  moral  fact  is  what  should  be.  This  will  be 
apparent  if  we  ask  how  do  we  ascertain  the  moral  value 
of  a  mere  intention  ?  The  answer  cannot  be  that  it  is 
done  by  reference  to  the  action  or  the  consequences  pro- 
duced by  the  action  ;  nor  can  the  answer  be  that  it  is 
done  by  reference  to  the  character,  because  in  the  case 
of  the  character  also  the  same  question  will  be  raised. 
Of  course  it  may  be  said  that  we  do  so  by  reference  to 
the  nature  of  the  end  intended  ;  but  still  the  difficulty  is 
not  really  obviated.  An  end  intended  is  as  far  from  the 
end  realised,  as  a  mere  idea  of  a  thing  is  from  the  thing 
itself.  For  these  reasons  I  completely  agree  with  Prof, 
Muirhead  in  holding  that  "we  do  indeed  pass  moral  judg- 
ment upon  resolutions,  but  they  are  only  provisional. 
A  man  is  not  good  because  he  makes  good  resolutions, 
nor  bad  because  he  makes  bad  ones.  It  is  only  when 
the  resolution  passes  into  conduct  that  it  justly  becomes 
the  object  of  a  moral  judgment."  (  Elements  of  Ethics, 
p  SO  ).  But  still  it  should  be  admitted  that  when  an 
intention  indicates  a  habitual  disposition,  then  and  then 
only  it  acquires  a  moral  significance  ;  because  a  habitual 
disposition  is  an  acquisition  through  a  series  of  volun- 
tary activities  and  thus,  has  a  moral  value. 
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Chapter  VII. 

The  Moral  Faculty  : 
Conscience  &  Prudence. 

I.  Meaning  of  Facility  : — In  psychology,  "from 
very  ancient  times  it  has  been  customary  to  divide  our 
rhental  states  into  a  small  number  of  general  groups 
conceived  to  be  the  outcome  of  separate  faculties  or 
powers  of  the  mind.  By  a  Faculty  is  meant  the  mind's 
capability  of  undergoing  a  particular  kind  of  activity  ; 
thus,  our  sensations  of  colour  are  due  to  the  Faculty  of 
vision,  and  our  recollections  to  the  Faculty  of  memory. 
The  ground  for  the  division  of  the  mental  faculties  lies 
in  the  special  nature  of  the  psychical  activities.  Scho- 
lastic philosophers  taught  that  the  faculties  of  the  soul 
should  be  distinguished  per  actus  et  objecta,  that  is, 
according  to  the  nature  of  each  activity  and  the  object 
towards  which  it  is  directed.  The  former  principle, 
however,  is  the  real  causal  ground  for  the  distinction, 
the  latter  being  valuable  mainly  as  an  indication  or 
symptom  which  helps  to  exhibit  more  clearly  diversities 
in  the  quality  of  the  energy.''  i,  Maher,  Psychology, 
pp.  26 — 27  ).  Thus,  the  ancient  psychologists,  after 
dividing  the  mind  into  three  general  and  primary  facul- 
ties, viz.  the  active  Faculty  of  Cognition  and  Volition, 
and  the  passive  ^"acuity  of  Affection,  supposed  that 
every  mental  state   or  process  is   explicable  by   being 
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referred  to  a  corresponding  faculty.  This  sort  of  expla- 
nation of  the  mental  phenomena  by  the  /faculty-hypo- 
thesis" has  been  vigorously  criticised  in  recent  times  by 
many  leading  psychologists  on  the  ground  that  mind  is 
an  organic  unity  and  cannot,  therefore,  be  divided  into 
distinct  and  independent  faculties,  and  has,  thus,  fallen 
completely  out  of  vogue.  The  modern  psychology  sub- 
stitutes the  term  "function'  for  the  term  "faculty'', 
regards  the  faculties  as  particular  classes  of  functions 
of  the  mind,  and  insists  on  "the  necessity  of  real  expla- 
nation by  definite  conditions;  giving  rise  to  definite 
results,,  according  to  a  fixed  order."  (  See  Prof.  Stout, 
Manual  of  Psychology,  Bool<  I,  Ch.  III.  '. 

II.  The  Moral  Pacnlty  : — The  old  way  of  con- 
ceiving the  nature  of  mind  had  not  af^cted  psychology 
only  ;  it  had  affected  Ethics  also.  From  very  ancient 
times  a  class  of  ethical  writers  had  tried  to  explain  the 
phenomena  of  Moral  Consciousness  by  referring  them  to 
a  unique  and  independent  faculty  called  the  -Moral 
Faculty,  meaning  by  it  a  peculiar  pow*  by  virtue  of 
which  the  mind  is  susceptible  of  the  apprehension  of 
right  and  wrong  in  voluntary  actions,  as  well  as  of  the 
universal  vahdity  of  some  principles  called  the  moral 
laws  ;  including  also  a  certain  susceptibility  for  feelings 
or  sentiments  called  the  feelings  of  moral  approbation 
and  disapprobation.  But,  unlike  the  "faculty-hypothesis' 
in  psychology,  the  "faculty-hypothesis"  in  Ethics  has 
still  been  influencing  considerably  the  ethical  thought  of 
modern  times.  We  should,  therefore,  examine  it  care- 
fully in  its  different  forms. 
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(A)    The  Intuitional  View  : 

(1)  Moral  Sense  : — The  moral  sense  theory 
teaches  that  as  we  have  a  faculty  of  intellectual  percep- 
tion so  we  have  a  faculty  of  moral  perception.  By  the 
former  we  directly  perceive  the  physical  qualities  of 
objects  ;  by  the  latter  the  moral  qualities  of  actions. 
But  each  of  these  faculties  requires  sensations  and  feel- 
ings :  the  intellectual  perception  requires  the  sensations 
and  feelings  excited  by  the  physical  objects  ;  the  moral 
perception  also  requires  some  peculiar  kind  of  sensations 
and  feelings  that  are  excited  in  our  consciousness  by 
actions.  So  that  as  intellectual  perception  is  an  inter- 
pretation of  cognitive  sensations,  so  the  moral  percep- 
tion is  the  interpretation  of  the  moral  feelings  or  senti- 
ments. For  these  reasons  the  Moral  Faculty  is  called 
the  Moral  Sense.  Most  of  the  ancient  representatives 
of  this  view  compared  the  moral  perception  to  the  aes- 
thetic rather  i^han  the  intellectual,  and  identified  the 
Good  with  the  Beautiful.  Plato  and  the  Stoics  were  the 
first  to  propound  such  a  view.  In  modern  time's,  Shaftes- 
bury, Hutcheson,  Herbart,  Ruskin  and  others  preached 
a  similar  doctrine.  Ruskin  says  :  "Taste  is  not  only  a 
part  and  an  index  of  morality  ;  it  is  the  only  morality. 
The  first  and  last  and  closest  trial  question  to  any  living 
creature  is,  "What  do  you  like  ?"  Tell  me  what  you 
like,  and  I  will  tell  you  what  you  are."  (  Sesame  and 
Lilies).  The  moral  sense  theory  is  particularly  associated 
with  the  name  of  the  first  two  writers.    Thus,  according 
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to  Shaftesbury,  "no  sooner  are  actions  viewed,  no  sooner 
the  human  aftections  and  passions  discerned  (  and  they 
are  most  of  them  djscerned  as  soon  as  felt  1,  than  straight 
an  inward  eye  distinguishes  and  sees  the  fair  and 
shapely,  the  amiable,  the  admirable,  apart  from  the 
deformed,  the  foul,  the  odious,  or  the  despicable.''  (  The 
Moralists,  II,  p.  415  ).  Hutcheson  also  writes  in  a  simi- 
lar manner  :  "Just  as  we  have  a  sense  of  beauty  in  the 
forms  of  sensible  objects,"  so  we  have  a  sense  of  mora- 
lity in  the  contemplation  of  actions  from  which  we 
derive  "still  nobler  pleasures  than  those  that  the  physi- 
cal sensations  give".  With  him  the  Moral  Sense  is  that 
"which  makes  rational  actions  appear  beautiful  or  de- 
formed" ;  and  he  frequently  speaks  of ''Liie  moral  beauty 
or  deformity"  of  actions.  These  expressions  evidently 
show  that  he  identifies  the  sense  of  beauty  with  the 
sense  of  morality  ;  and  for  these  reasons  the  Moral 
Sense  as  described  by  them  is  called  the  Aesthetic  Sense. 
(2)  Conscience  : — (a)  Finding  that  mere  senje 
or  feeling  is  not  always  a  safe  guide  in  estimating  actions 
and  that  still  less  it  has  that  authority  which  is  deman- 
ded by  the  Moral  Faculty,  Bishop  Butler,  a  follower  of 
Shaftesbury,  would  prefer  to  call  the  Moral  Sense  Con?,- 
cience.  Butler's  view  of  conscience  is  far  deeper  than 
Shaftesbury's  view  of  the  Moral  Sense,  and  is  based 
upon  a  sounder  psychological  view  of  human  nature, 
we  find  two  antagonistic  classes  of  tendencies  or  impul- 
ses working  in  it  :  one  class  is  egoistic,  i.  e.  has  a  cons- 
tant tendency  towards  Self-love  ;  and  the  other  is 
altruistic,  i.  e.   tends  constantly   towards  Benevolence. 
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Thus  Self-love  and  Benevolence  are  the  two  primary 
but  contending  tendencies  of  human  nature.  But  human 
nature  is  not  a  mere  aggregate  of  unreconciled  elements; 
it  is  an  organic  whole — a  unit}'  back  of  the  variety  of  the 
contending  impulses.  This  unit)'^  is  effected  by  a  princi- 
ple of  reflection  that  controls  and  guides  them  into  their 
due  path,  and  thus,  is  a  principle  of  harmony  and  recon- 
ciliation. This  controlling  principle  in  human  nature  is 
called  by  Butler  Conscience.  Conscience  is,  thus,  supe- 
rior to  even  Self-love  and  Benevolence  :  its  apthority  is 
absolute  and  its  commands  are  categorical  imperatives, 
i.  e.  absolutely  binding  upon  us  irrespective  of  our  will 
and  assent.  Its  deliverances  are,  therefore,  "immediate 
judgments  as  to  the  morality  of  actions  and  afifections''- 
"Thus  that  principle'',  writes  Butler,  "by  which  we  sur- 
vey, and  either  approve  or  disapprove  our  own  heart, 
temper,  and  actions,  is  not  only  to  be  considered  as  what 
is  in  its  turn  to  have  some  influence  ;  which  may  be 
said  of  every  passion,  of  the  lowest  appetites  :  but  like- 
wise as  being  superior  ;  as  from  its  very  nature  mani- 
festly claiming  superiority  over  all  others  ;  in  so  much 
that  you  cannot  form  a  notion  of  this  faculty,  conscience 
without  taking  in  judgment,  direction,  superintendency. 
This  is  a  constituent  part  of  the  idea,  that  is,  of  the  fa- 
culty itself  :  and  to  preside  and  govern,  fi^om  the  very 
economy  and  constitution  of  man,  belongs  to  it.  Had 
it  strength  as  it  has  power,  had  it  power,  as  it  has  mani- 
fest authority,  it  would  absolutely  govern  the  world." 
(  Sermons  II. ).  But  Butler  is  not  definite  and  clear  as 
to  whether  this  authoritative   principle  is   Reason .  or  a 
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special  and  unique  faculty  over  and  above  Reason.   (  See 
Dissertation  II,  on  the  Nature  of  Virtue  ). 

For  these  reasons  his  followers  took  to  two  divergent 
lines.  Some  conceived  it  to  be  Reason  and  others  a 
special  inexplicable  faculty.  Kant,  Calderwood,  &c.  re- 
present the  former,  and  Dr.  Martineau  the  latter,  view. 

(b)  Moral  Reason  :— According  to  Kant,  "con- 
science is  practical  reason  which,  in  every  case  of  law, 
holds  before  a  man  his  duty  for  acquittal  or  condem 
nation.''  "All  moral  conceptions  have  their  seat  and 
origin  completely  a  priori  in  the  reason,  and  that  in  the 
commonest  reason  just  as  truly  as  in  that  which  is  in 
the  highest  degree  speculative."  For  Ethics,  "there  is 
properly  no  other  foundation  than  the  critical  examina- 
tion of  a  pure  practical  reason".  (  Kant's  Theory  of 
Ethics,  Abbott's  Ed.  pp.  28,  7  ).  What  Kant  precisely 
means  by  the  practical  or  moral  reason  is  expounded  in 
his  Critique  of  Practical  Reason.  In  his  Critique  of 
Pure  Reason  he  tells  us  that  our  knowledge  of  the  world 
as  rev'ealed  to  our  senses  is  entirely  due  to  the  exercise 
of  the  faculty  of  Sense  and  the  faculty  of  Understanding 
upon  the  sense-materials  in  conformity  with  soine  univer- 
sal relations  such  as  space,  time,  substance  and  attribute, 
cause'  and  effect,  reciprocity,  &c.  The  exercise  of  the 
faculty  of  Reason,  the  highest  faculty  in  us,  gives  us 
some  ideas  —the  ideas  of  the  Soul,  God  and  the  Uni- 
verse ;  but  these  are  only  regulative,  not  constitutive 
ideas  ;  i.  e.  they  do  not  prove  the  existence  of  those 
three  realities,  but  simply  supply  three  ideal  principles 
in  accordance  with  which  we  should  regulate  the  process 
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of  synthesis  of  experience  into  knowledge  and  push  the 
process  as  far  as  we  can  in  order  to  reach  the  ultimate 
but  unattainable  unity.  Hence  in  the  intellectual  sphere 
Reason  fails  us  to  reach  the  reahty,  and  our  knowledge 
is  therefore,  entirely  confined  to  the  sphere  of  pheno- 
mena. "It  is  in  the  region  of  practice  (i.  e.  moral  sphere) 
that  we  transcend  the  phenomenal,  and  attain  the  real. 
'The  Practical  Reason'  discovers  truth  ;  the  'Autonomy 
of  the  Will'  carries  us  beyond  the  phenomenal  into  the 
cogitable  or  supersensible  world.  Here  the  Categorical 
Imperative  or  Moral  Law,  our  own  Personality,  Free- 
dom of  Will  and  the  Being  of  God,  are  all  entirely  dis- 
covered". Thus  tlie  Practical  or  Moral  Reason  being 
the  true  source  of  our  knowledge  of  reality,  its  revela- 
tions are  infallible.  "There  is  no  such  thing",  says  Kant, 
"as  an  erring  conscience.''  (  For  further  details  see  Book 
II.  pp.   14 — 16  ). 

Following  Kant  Calderwood  holds  :  -"Conscience 
is  that  power  of  mind  by  which  moral  law  is  discovered 
to  each  individual  for  the  guidance  of  liis  conduct.  It 
is  the  Reason  as  that  discovers  to  us  absolute  moral 
truth — having  the  authority  of  sovereign  moral  law.  It 
is  an  essential  requisite  for  the  direction  of  an  intelli- 
gent free-will  agent,  and  affords  the^  basis  for  moral  ob- 
ligation and  respohsibility  in  human  life."  Again  : 
"Conscience,  in  discovering  to  us  truth,  having  the  au- 
thority of  moral  law,  is  seen  to  be  a  cognitive  or  intel- 
lectual power.''  "Conscience,  in  discovering  to  us  moral 
law  for  the  guidance  of  our  actions,  has  authority  over 
all  other  springs  of  activity  within  us.  ; All  the  forces 
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of  our  nature  are  dependent  upon  intelligence  for  direc- 
tion, while  for  performance  of  its  special  function, 
Intelligence  is,  dependent  on  its  possession  of  Moral 
Law.  All  other  powers  are  thus  subordinated  to  moral 
law.  The  power  which  discovers  such  law  is  necessa- 
rily excluded  from  this  subordination On 

the  ground  thus  stated  we  must  regard  as  insufficient 
the  theory  that  conscience  is  either  the  acquiescence  or 
the  antagonism  of  the  whole  nature  on  the  occasion  of 
the  play  of  some  appetite  or  desire.  This  theory,  hinted 
at  by  Plato,  when  he  described  Injustice  as  'arising  up 
of  a  part  of  the  soul  against  the  whole  soul'  was  advoca- 
ted by  Trendelenburg   ''     Hence,  "conscience 

in  discovering  truth  absolutely  authoritative  as  moral 
law  is  vested  with  sovereign  practical  authority  in  mind. 
This  appears  from  its  nature,  and  is  confirmed  by  com- 
parison of  the  functions  of  the  moral  faculty,  with  those 
of  all  other  powers  and  capacities  in  mind.''  (  Hand- 
book of  Moral  Philosophy,  pp^  "Tj — 79  ). 

Even  although  Kant  and  Calderwood  frequently 
speak  of  conscience  as  the  Moral  Reason,  it  is  not 
perfectly  clear  what  they  precisely  mean  by  it.  Is  the 
Moral  Reason  the  rational  Self  itself,  or  a  special  power 
of  it  distinct  and  separate  from  its  other  rational 
powers  ?  The  latter  seems  to  be  their  real  view.  Kant 
clearly  and  emphatically  distinguishes  the  Pure  and  the 
Practical  Reason,  and  even  separates  them.  In  the 
intellectual  sphere  Reason  gives  us  the  ideas  of  the 
Soul,  God  and  the  Universe  ;  but  it  cannot  prove  that 
they  correspond  to  any  objective  realities  ;  and  when- 
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ever  it  tries  to  prove  that,  it  lands  us  in  insoluble  contra- 
dictions. But  in  the  moral  sphere,  the  very  same 
Reason  conclusively  proves  the  existence  of  realities 
corresponding  to  those  ideas.  This  evidently  shows 
that  neither  the  Pure  Reason  nor  the  Practical  is  the 
whole  rational  self;  nor  are  they  two  distinct  but 
correlated  functions,  because  in  that  case  they  could 
not  be  separated  ;  but  two  distinct  faculties  or  powers 
lying  side  by  side  as  it  were  and  performing  two  distinct 
and  unrelated  functions. 

Dr.  Calderwood  seems  to  hold  the  same  view.  In 
a  significant  passage  in  the  above  quotations  he  holds, 
in  disagreement  with  Plato  and  Trendelenburg  who 
regard  human  nature  as  an  organic  whole  constituted 
by  a  variety  of  elements  such  as  reason,  passions, 
appetites,  desires,  &c.,  that  conscience  is  not  the  whole 
nature  agreeing  or  disagreeing  with  a  particular  element 
in  it  such  as  an  appetite  or  desire,  but  it  is  that  power 
in  human  nature  to  which  all  other  powers  are  subor- 
dinated ; — it  is  not  the  whole  nature  controlling  the 
parts,  but  a  peculiar  power  that  is  "vested  with  sove- 
reign authority  in  mind.''  Hence  we  conclude  that 
the  Moral  Reason  as  understood  by  Kant  and  Calder- 
wood is  not  really  the  whole  rational  Self,  but  simply  a 
shadow  of  it,  having  the  semblance  of  Reason,  but 
really  a  peculiar  mysterious  power  of  mind. 

(c)  Dr.  Martineau  is  more  explicit  in  holding 
conscience  to  be  a  unique  and  unanalysable  faculty  of 
the  mind.  It  is  that  faculty  in  and  through  which  God 
speaks  and  communicates  Himself  to  us  ;  the  voice  of 
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conscience  is  the  voice  of  God.  He  emphatically  distin- 
guishes the  moral  from  the  rational  ;  man  is  moral,  not 
because  he  is  rational,  but  because  he  possesses  a  divine 
power  or  facult)'  called  conscience.  Thus  conscience 
regarded  as  a  unique  and  inexplicable  faculty,  not  reason, 
is  the  real  source  and  basis  of  morality.  (  For  further 
details  with  regard  to  his  account  of  conspience,  see 
Book  II,  pp  7 — 9  ). 

(d)  Common  Sense  :— The  Scottish  school  as 
represented  by  Reid,  Stewart  and  others  do  not  recog- 
nise conscience  as  a  distinct  and  separate  faculty,  but 
include  it  in  a  wider  faculty  or  power  of  mind  called  by 
them  Common  Sense  —a  sense  which  is  common  to  all 
people  and  race  in  all  times  and  ages  -  by  virtue  of 
which  they  know  truths  superior  to  those  derived  from 
experience.      "There  are   propositions  which     are    no 

sooner  understood  than  they  are   believed there 

is  no  searching  for  evidence,  no  weighing  of  arguments  ; 
the  proposition  is  not  deduced  or  inferred  firom  another  ; 
it  has  the  light  of  truth  in  itself,  and  has  no  occasion 
to  borrow  it  from  another.''  They  are  called  "first 
principles,  principles  of  common  sense,  common  notions, 
self-evident  truths".  Some  of  these  are  the  "first  princi- 
ples in  morals''  (  Reid's  Intellectual  Powers,  Essay  vi, 
chaps  4  and  6  ).  Thus,  according  to  these  writers  Com 
mon  Sense  is  the  only  source  of  our  knowledge  of  the 
universal  truths  whether  they  belong  to  the  intellectual, 
moral  or  religious  sphere. 

ifi)  Paculty  of  Faith  or  Belief :— Sir  W, 
Hamilton,  Mansel  and  their  followers  also  recognise  an 
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original  faculty  of  intuition  called  by  them  the  Faculty 
of  Faith  or  Belief  by  means  of  which  we  intuitively 
know  all  the  intellectual,  moral  and  religious  truths  that 
are  truly  universal. 

(/)  Eternal  Nature  of  man  :— The  Cam- 
bridge Platonists  as  Cud  worth,  Clarke  and  Price  try  to 
find  the  basis  of  morality  in  the  universal  inherent 
nature  of  man.  Following  Plato  and  the  Stoics  they 
hold  that  behind  their  casual  appearances  all  things 
contain  universal  and  immutable  elements  which  consti- 
tute their  essence  or  inherent  nature.  To  this  inherent 
nature  are  due  certain  differences  and  relations  between 
things  which  are  likewise  universal  and  immutable. 
"The  differences,  relations  and  proportions  of  things, 
both  material  and  moral,  in  which  all  unprejudiced 
minds  thus  naturally  agree,  are  certain,  unalterable  and 
real  in  the  things  themselves".  (  Samuel  Clarke,  Natural 
Religion,  pp  44 — 45  ).  "That  from  these  different 
relations  of  different  things  there  necessarily  arises  an 
agreement  or  disagreement  of  somethings  with  others, 
or  a  fitness  or  unfitness  of  the  application  of  different 
things  or  different  relations,  is  likewise  as  plain  as  that 
there  is  such  a  thing  as  proportion  in  Geometry  or 
Arithmatic,  or  uniformity  or  difformity  in  comparing 
together  the  respective  figures  of  bodies".  (  Ibid,  p  29  ). 
Thus,  according  to  Samuel  Clarke,  all  moral  laws  are 
based  upon  the  essential  constitution  of  man.  The 
difierences  and  relations  between  Persons  (  e.  g.  God 
and  Man,  Man  and  Fellow-man  )  arising  necessarily  out 
pf  such  nature,  make  different  persons  capable  of  having 
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peculiar  Fitness  and  Unfitness  of  circumstances  ;  or 
"which  is  the  same  thing,  there  arises  necessarily  among 
them  a  suitableness  or  uusuitableness  of  certain  manners 
of  Behaviour''.  Hence  his  famous  dictum  that  morality 
is  based  upon  "the  fitness  of  things"  ;  or  it  is  "to  live 
according  to  nature". 

But  the  ultimate  nature  of  things  is  identical  with 
the  reason  of  things,  because  nature  is  a  rational 
system  ;  and  therefore  the  ultimate  nature  or  constitu- 
tion of  things  is  also  rational  ; — it  is  the  embodiment  of 
reason.  Thus  man's  moral  nature  is  a  rational  nature — 
morality  is  rationality  ;  and  the  Moral  Faculty  is  the 
Universal  Reason  of  which  all  beings  whether  natural 
or  human  are  mere  embodirflents. 

Wollaston,  a  disciple  of  Clarke,  has  carried  this 
doctrine  to  its  extreme  form.  "Moral  evil,  according  to 
Wollaston,  is  the  practical  denial  of  a  true  position,  and 
moral  good  the  affirmation  of  it.  To  steal  is  wrong 
because  it  is  to  deny  that  the  thing  stolen  is  what  it  is, 
the  property  of  another.  Every  right  action  is  the 
affirmation  of  a  truth  ;  every  wrong  action  is  the  denial 
of  a  truth".  Hence  by  these  writers  Ethics  is  identified 
with  Logic,  as  by  the  Moral  Sense  school  it  is  identified 
with  Aesthetic. 

The  main  defect  of  the  above  doctrine  is  that  it  con- 
founds the  laws  of  morality  with  the  laws  of  nature. 
The  natural  laws  are  the  general  statements  of  how 
things  behave  in  relation  to  one  another,  —they  are  the 
statements  of  what  is,  whereas  the  moral  laws  express 
what  ought  to  be — how  the  things  called   human  beings 
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should  behave  in  relation  to  one  another.  Again,  in 
,the  physical  world  all  phenomena,  whether  good  or  evil, 
take  place  in  perfect  accordance  with  the  laws  of  nature, 
whereas  in  the  moral  sphere  only  what  is  good  is  in 
agreement  with  the  moral  laws,  and  what  is  bad  takes 
place  in  violation  of  them.  Thus  an  action  whether 
good  or  evil  takes  place  according  to  the  laws  of  nature, 
for  example,  laws  of  physiology,  but  only  when  it  is 
good,  it  takes  place  in  accordance  with  the  moral  laws. 
For  these  reasons  fitness  does  not  always  constitute 
Tightness.  To  be  a  moral  criterion  fitness  should  mean 
fitness  for  something,  i.  e.  for  a  moral  standard  or  ideal. 
And  this  moral  standard  or  ideal  cannot  be  discovered 
by  observing  the  physical  nature  ;  because  in  the  phy- 
sical nature  we  find  what  is,  and  when  we  turn  to  our 
moral  nature  we  discover  the  presence  of  what  ought 
to  be.  Hence  the  physical  and  the  moral  nature  cannot 
be  identified  or  reduced  to  a  common  nature. 

Criticism  of  Intuitional  View  : 

(  For  the  general  criticism  of  the  Intuitional  View 
see  Book.  II,  pp.  ii — 14  ;  and  for  the  criticism  of  Kant's 
theory  see  ibid,  pp  16 — 20  ).  Here  we  shall  consider 
only  two  points, — (i)  the  teachability  of  Conscience,  and 
(2)  the  perplexity  of  Conscience. 

(1)  The  teachability  of  Conscience  :— we 
have  found  above  that  the  general  tenor  of  the  intui- 
tional view,  whatever  may  be  its  form,  is  that  the  Moral 
Faculty  is  a  unique  and  independent  faculty  whose  sole 
function  is  to  reveal  intuitively  the  truth  of  the  moral 
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laws,  or  the  moral  worth  of  actions.  Now,  an  important 
question  suggests  itself  :  Is  the  Moral  Faculty  all-perfect 
and  fully-developed  from  the  beginning,  or  inchoate  and 
imperfect  in  the  beginning,  attaining  perfection  gradually 
in  course  of  time  by  education  and  development  ?  Some 
of  the  intuitionists  maintain  that  the  Moral  Faculty  is 
all-perfect  from  the  beginning  and  therefore  incapable 
of  any  education  and  development.  Kant  observes  : 
"There  is  no  such  thing  as  an  erring  conscience  ;"  "An 
erring  conscience  is  a  chimera".  (  Metaphysic  of  Ethics, 
3rd.  ed,  p  217  ).  Dr.  Calderwood  is  more  emphatic  in 
this  respect.  "Conscience  is  a  faculty  which  from  its 
very  nature,  cannot  be  educated.  Education,  either  in 
the  sense  of  instruction  or  of  training,  impossible.  As 
well  proper  to  teach  the  eye,  how  and  what  to  see  :  and 
the  ear,  how  and  what  to  hear  :  as  to  teach  reason  how 
to  perceive  the  self-evident,  and  what  truths  are  of  this 
nature.  All  these  have  been  provided  for  in  the  human 
constitution."  (  Handbook  of  Moral  Philosophy,  p  81  ). 
But  he  does  not  deny  the  necessity  of  moral  training. 
"Moral  training  is  something  different  from  education 
of  conscience.  Two  things  need  hete  to  be  disting- 
uished :  (a)  Personal  experience  in  the  application  of 
conscience.  Since  all  knowledge  begins  in  experience, 
though  it  does  not  all  arise  from  experience,  the  appli- 
cation of  moral  law  becomes  known  in  personal  expe- 
rience, according  as  the  forms  of  activity  admit  of  it. 
But  application  of  law  presupposes  the  knowledge  of  it, 
and  knowledge  of  moral  law  is  not  gathered  from  expe- 
rience,    (b)  Personal  attainment  in  the  practical  subordi- 
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nation  of  other  powers  to  the  authority  of  conscience. 
This  is  of  the  very  essence  of  moral  training,  which  is 
dependent  upon  the  sovereign  authority  of  conscience." 
(  Ibid,  pp  81—82). 

Other  intuitionist  writers,  such  as  Reid,  Stewart, 
Whewell,  Dr.  Martineau,  &c.,  on  the  other  hand,  main- 
tain the  opposite  view.  (  Cf.  Reid's  Active  Powers,  III, 
iii.  8,  H.  p.  595  ;  Stewart's  Outlines  of  Moral  Philosophy, 
sec.  174,  and  Whewell's  Elements  of  Morality,  I.  p.  236, 
sec.  364 — 366  ).  Conscience,  according  to  them,  is  not 
all-perfect  and  fully-developed  from  the  beginning  ;  it 
admits  of  development  and  education. 

We  shall  consider  the  former  view  first  :  If  consc- 
ience is  all-perfect  and  fully-developed  from  the  beginning, 
if  it  does  not,  therefore,  require  any  training  and  develop- 
ment, we  have  to  admit  the  absurd  fact  that  the  whole 
human  nature  of  which  conscience  is  only  a  part,  is 
likewise  incapable  of  education  and  development — it  is 
all-perfect  from  the  beginning  ;  because  it  is  inconceiv- 
able that  an  organic  whole  can  develop  without  and 
independently  of  a  corresponding  development  of  a  part. 
This  supposition  is,  therefore,  not  only  inconsistent 
with  the  testimony  of  modern  psychology,  but  also 
compels  us  to  believe  that  the  conscience  of  a  child  is  as 
developed  and  perfect  as  that  of  a  mature  man — the 
conscience  of  a  sinner  is  exactly  of  the  same  nature  as 
that  of  a  saint  ;  that  all  the  moral  truths  are  revealed 
to  the  child  or  the  sinner  as  completely  and  unerringly 
as  to  the  mature  man  or  the  saint,  and  that,  therefore, 
the  latter  is  not  better  than  the   former.     But  this  goes 
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directly  against  the  common  verdict  of  mankind  ;  it  is  a 
fact  admitted  all  round  that  a  very  few  moral  truths, 
perhaps  only  the  vague  distinction  between  the  right 
and  the  wrong,  are  known  to  the  child.  As  the  intellec- 
tual truths  are  revealed  to  men  gradually,  so  are  the 
moral  truths.  The  human  Self  is  a  developing  princi- 
ple and  as  it  advances  in  its  development  truths,  implicit 
and  unknown  before,  become  explicit  and  known.  These 
inconstestable  facts  conclusively  prove  the  untenability 
of  the  intuitional  view  that  conscience  is  a  fixed  and  all- 
perfect  faculty. 

Other  intuitionists  as  Reid,  Stewart,  Whewell,  Dr. 
Martineau,  &c,  admit,  as  we  have  found,  the  teachability 
of  conscience  ;  but  yet  maintain,  like  the  former,  that  it 
is  a  unique  and  unanalysable  faculty  quite  distinct  from 
and  independent  of  other  faculties  of  mind.  This  view 
is  possible  if  by  education  is  meant,  not  that  which  ori- 
ginates absolutely  new  powers  and  capacities  that  were 
not  already  in  human  nature  in  germinal  form,  but  that 
which  helps  the  unfoldment  of  powers  that  are  engrained 
there.  As  the  eyes  or  ears  become  more  keen  and  sen- 
sible by  constant  exercise,  and  get  atrophied  for  want  of 
it,  so  conscience  may  be  made  more  vigorous  and  sensible 
by  suitable  education  for  want  of  which  it  may  degene- 
rate and  ultimately  become  blunt.  Thus,  though  educa- 
tion and  development  are  consistent  with  the  nature  of 
conscience,  yet  the  conception  of  it  as  a  unique  and  un- 
analysable faculty  having  no  organic  connection  with 
other  powers  of  the  self  and  no  identity  with  the  Self 
itself,   remains   for  ever   inconsistent   with  the  organic 
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unity  which  is  demanded  for  the  self.  The  whole  theory 
is  based  upon  the  mechanical  conception  of  the  self, 
which  is  so  emphatically  condemned  by  the  modern 
psychologists. 

(2)  Perplexity  of  Conscience  : — The  most 
serious  difficulty  involved  in  the  conception  of  conscience 
as  a  unique  and  unanalysable  faculty  of  intuition  is  that 
in  the  different  races  and  ages,  and  even  in  the  same  race 
and  age  among  different  peoples,  the  so-called  moral  in- 
tutions  are  found  to  be  divergent  ;  and  that  the  so-called 
moral  laws  are  found  to  be  in  conflict  with  one  another. 
"The  diversity  of  moral  judgments  among  men",  says 
Dr.  Calderwood,  "is  the  main  difficulty  in  vindicating  an 
intuitional  theory  of  conscience,  and  is  the  great  leading 
objection  of  its  opponent."  (  Handbook  of  Moral  Philo- 
sophy, p.  83  ).  In  going  to  treat  of  this  difficulty  he  has 
considered  two  points  : — 

(a)  The  extent  to  wMcIi  di  jrergence  exists: 
With  regard  to  this  point  he  observes  :  "All  nations  ad- 
mit a  distinction  between  right  and  wrong  in  human 
conduct.  There  is  a  very  general  agreement  as  to  the 
forms  of  rectitude  such  as  truthfulness,  justice,  benevo- 
lence. There  is  no  nation  which  is  known  so  to  trans- 
pose moral  distinctions  as  to  place  these  forms  of  moral 
excellence  in  the  list  of  qualities  morally  wrong.  Diver- 
sity of  opinion  on  moral  subjects  is  much  more  concerned 
with  the  determination  of  what  is  wrong,  than  with  deci- 
ding what  is  right.  Men  excuse  deceit,  who  do  not 
condemn  integrity  ;  they  approve  advantage  taken  of 
another,   but  they  do  not  condemn   honesty  ;  they  ap- 
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plaud  cruel  vengence,  but  they  still  admire  benevolence. 
There  is  thus  a  want  of  consistency  in  the  case  of  many 
of  the  judgments  pronounced.  Compare  the  law  of  theft 
in  ancient  Sparta  ;  in  Caffreland,  famous  for  cattle-lifting; 
and  in   the  nations   of  modern   civilization."     (  Ibid,  pp. 

83—84  V 

(<^>  The  philosophical  explanation  of  diver- 
gence among  the  moral  Judgments  of  men.— 

With  regard  to  this  point  he  remarks  :  "Men  differ 
not  as  to  the  principles,  but  as  to  their  application  in 
given  circumstances.     Epictetus   explains  it  thus, — 'The 

same  general  principles  are  common  to  all  men 

Where,  then,  arises  the  dispute  ?  In  adapting  these  prin- 
ciples to  particular  cases',  I.  23.  Contradictory  moral 
judgments  imply  error  somewhere  ;  that  error  is  capable  " 
of  being  detected  and  exposed  ;  its  detection  and  expo- 
sure imply  possession  of  common,  unvarying  standard  of 
morals.  An  adequate  explanation  of  diversity  of  moral 
judgments  is  therefore  possible.  The  key  to  diversities 
in  personal  judgments,  will  afford  the  key  to  national 
diversities."  (  Ibid,  p.  84). ,  Now  the  essential  .question 
is  :  "If  the  first  principles  of  morals  are  self-evident  tru- 
ths, of  which  a  reasoned  contradiction  caimot  be  given, 
how  can  the  rational  nature  of  man  accept  and  act  upon 
a  tacit  contradiction  of  them  ?"  He  gives  twofold  ans- 
wer,   ethical  and  psychological. 

Ethical  explanations  : — (i)  There  are  impulses 
in  our  nature  which  prompt  us  to  act  in  opposition  to  the 
dictates  of  conscience.  Conscience  suggests  one  line  of 
action,  and  the  impulses  another,  in  most  instances  oppo- 
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site  to  it.  Selfishness  and  Malice  are  instances  in  point. 
This  explains  the  fact  that  though  we  know  the  right, 
yet  we  may  do  the  wrong.  "Hence  it  happens  that  the 
diversity  of  opinion  on  Morals  is  much  more  concerned 
with  what  is  wrong,  by  way  of  excusing  it,  than  with 
what  is  right,  by  way  of  condemning  it." 

(ii)  "There  is  often  great  difficulty  in  deciding  what 
is  present  duty  when  there  is  none  as  to  what  is  right  in 
all  circumstances.  It  is  the  relation  of  the  agent  to  cir- 
cumstances, which  originates  question  of  casuistry,  and 
not  the  decision  as  to  what  courses  of  conduct  are  right 
in  themselves.  All  such  diversity  of  opinion  concerns 
the  application  of  the  standard,  not  the  nature  of  the 
standard,  and  is  therefore  to  be  laid  aside  as  irrelevant 
when  the  discussion  is  concerned  with  the  standard  of 
moral  distinctions.  Men  may  agree  that  Benevolence  is 
morally  right  and  yet  may  altogether  differ  as  to  the 
duty  of  helping  a  beggar.  Diversity  of  opinion  on  this 
latter  point,  though  it  is  connected  with  morals,  is  not 
concerned  with  the  standard  of  morality."    (  Ibid,  p.  85  ). 

Psychological  explanations  : — (i)  Dispositions 
influencing  us  in  action  usually  bias  our  judgments. 
What  we  like  to  do,  is  often  thought  right.  Our  reason- 
ing power  is  liable  to  error  ;  and  the  risk  of  accepting 
an  erroneous  reasoning  as  correct  is  greatly  heightened, 
"when  cherished  dispositions  favour  the  accepted  conclu- 
sions. In  this  way,  the  rational  nature  is  often  content 
to  place  false  generalizations  in  the  room  of  self-evident 
truths."  lii)  Prevailing  opinions  are  often  accepted 
without  any  independent   inquiry.     "Besides,  if  the  prac- 
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tice  sanctioned  is  in  harmony  with  an  evil  disposition 
common  to  our  nature,  there  is  double  inducement  to 
adopt  it.  Authority  and  Inclination  combine  their  for- 
ces. Where  social  custom  establishes  a  practice,  unrea- 
soning acquiescence  is  easy."  (iii)  "The  moral  senti- 
ments  cluster  around  a   false  judgment  as  readily  as 

around  a   true If  a  man,   whether   correctly   or 

incorrectly,  only  approve  an  action,  he  will  experience 
self-approbation  in  doing  it.  If,  whetlier  accurately  or 
not,  he  only  disapprove  of  an  action,  he  will  experience 
a  sense  of  shame,  or  even  of  remorse,  in  doing  it.  Of 
all  the  recognised  laws  of  mind,  tliis  is  the  one  to  which 
most  prominence  is  to  be  given,  in  accounting  for  the 
astonishing   diversity  of  opinion,   founded  upon    appeals 

to  conscience Moral  sanctions   may  thus   gather 

around  even  gross  immorality.  When  this  law  of  union 
between  judgment  and  sentiment  is  recognised,  it  is  clear 
that  sentiments  afford  neither  the  basis  of  moral  distinc- 
tions, nor  any  certain  guidance  as  to  such  distinctions. 
Moral  responsibilit)'  hangs  upon  the  possession  of  ratio- 
nal nature." 

Again,  in  deciding  moral  questions,  a  man  may 
■'either  seek  a  clear  view  of  moral  law,  or  he  may  accept 
a  current  rule  of  conduct  without  inquiring  as  to  its 
rational  validity.  In  the  former  case,  he  accepts  self- 
evident  truths,  capable  of  vindication  by  every  test. 
In  the  latter,  he  proceeds  upon  a  rule  the  rational 
insufficiency  of  whicii  may  be  proved  at  every  step. 
If  individual  and  national  history  give  evidence  that 
men  often  prefer  the  latter  course  to   the   former,   there 
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is  ample  explanation,  ethical,  intellectual,  and  sentimen- 
tal, and  that  explanation  does  not  affect  the  reality  of 
self-evident  moral  principles,  or  impinge  upon  their 
authority  as  moral  laws/'     (  Ibid,  pp.  85,  86,  87  ). 

Dr.  Martineau  also  maintains  that  "notwithstanding 
the  uniformity  of  their  moral  nature,  men  may  remain 
far  from  unanimity  in  their  apparent  moral  judgments." 
The  reasons  described  by  him  are  the  following  :  Every 
man  is  not  aware  or  has  the  complete  experience  of  the 
whQle  scale  of  tlie  inner  springs  of  action.  (  See,  above, 
chap.  Ill,  b. )  ;  only  the  ripest,  mind  has  a  full  survey 
of  it ;  and  to  have  a  full  survey  of  it  is  to  have  the 
knowledge  of  all  possible  combinations  of  human  experi- 
ence. To  most  men  only  a  part  is  familiar  and  that  too, 
often,  a  ver)'  small  part.  Still,  however  small  the  range 
of  our  moral  experience,  did  we  possess  the  same  part 
of  the  scale  or  did  we  have  the  same  range  of  moral 
experience,  our  moral  judgments  would  exactly  be  the 
same.  "We  should  have  a  narrower,  but  a  concurrent 
sense  of  right  and  wrong."  But  as,  in  fact,  different 
men  possess  different  parts  of  the  scale  of  impulses  "by 
the  predilections  of  their  nature  or  the  cast  of  their 
nature  or  the  cast  of  their  experience,''  the  criteria  of 
right  and  wrong  adopted  by  them  are  not  the  same. 
The  effect  of  this  inequality  is  obvious.  AW  moral 
judgments  zxq  preferential,  i.  e.  the  results  of  the  com- 
parison of  two  or  more  impulses.  But  all  the  impulses 
are  not  always  explicitly  stated  :  some  are  advanced, 
others  remain  concealed  and  therefore  unnoticed.  ''It 
is  in  this  suppressed  term,  which  may  secretly   differ  in 
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the  mind  of  different  disputants,  that  the  source  of 
apparent  divergency  lies.  Ask  two  persons  the  value 
of  B  ;  if  one  measures  it  by  A  as  a  standard,  and  the 
other  by  C,  their  answers  will  not  agree.  Not  that 
they  contain  any  real  contradiction  and  may  not  both 
be  true,  when  fully  unfolded  ;  but  so  long  as  the 
measure  tacitly  employed  remains  latent  and  is  not 
even  self-confessed,  the  relative  nature  of  the  decision 
is  hid  under  the  disguise  of  an  absolute  verdict  ;  one 
voice  declares  a  given  thing  to  be  "right,"  another  to 
be  "wrong"  ;  meaning  no  more  than  in  the  first  case 
that  it  is  superior  to  one  substitute, — in  the  second, 
that  it  is  inferior  to  another.  Of  no  moral  activity  can 
the  worth  be  determined  without  conceiving  what  would 
else  be  there  ;  and  unless  this  conception  be  identical 
in  the  thoughts  of  two  advocates,  tliey  deal  with 
differing  problems  under  semblance  of  the  same  name.'' 
(  Types  of  Ethical  Theory,  Vol.  II,  p.  62  ).  For  example, 
if.  to  judge  the  moral  value  of  martyrdom,  one  man 
compares  it  with  the  "family  affections  and  near  claims'' 
which  it  abandons  ;  and  another,  with  the  sacrifice  of 
self  at  the  bidding  of  a  higher  and  wider  pity  and  love  ; 
the  former  would  condemn  and  the  latter  admire  it. 
"Thus  the  facts  that  a  part  only  of  the  moral  scale  is 
present  to  particular  persons,  and  to  different  persons 
not  the  same  part,  readily  explain  the  divergencies  of 
ethical  judgment,  without  compromising  in  the  least 
the  uniformity  of  moral  conception  throughout  the 
human  race."     (  Ibid,  p.  63  ). 

Even  admitting    the    reasonableness  of  the  above 
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explanation  in  so  far  as  the  divergency  of  moral  judg- 
ments is  concerned,  it  cannot  be  admitted  that  such 
explanation  really  resolves  the  difficulties  arising  out 
of  the  "conflict  of  duties"  or  moral  principles  themselves. 
The  real  difficulty  connected  with  the  conception  of  a 
unique  and  unanalysable  moral  faculty  does  not  arise 
from  the  divergency  of  moral  judgments,  but  from  the 
conflict  of  duties  or  moral  principles  that  are  held  to  be 
intuitively  and  unerringly  perceived  by  such  faculty. 
Dr.  Calderwood  observes  that  all  peoples,  races  and 
ages  recognise  the  ultimate  distinction  between  right 
and  wrong  in  human  conduct  and  entertain  a  very 
general  agreement  as  to  what  is  right  in  a  special  case  ; 
but  they  differ  considerably  with  regard  to  what  is 
wrong.  But  a  duty  or  moral  principle  is  not  only 
concerned  with  what  is  right  but  also  with  what  is 
wrong  ;  because  what  is  right  necessarily  implies  what 
is  wrong.  'I'hus,  "honesty  is  good"  is  a  moral  law  ;  so 
also  is  "dishonesty  is  bad".  If  "honesty"  is  declared 
right  or  good,  "dishonesty"  also  is  declared  wrong  or 
bad  at  the  same  breath.  Honesty  and  dishonesty  are 
correlative  terms  ;  and  therefore  the  moral  w^orth  of 
one  necessarily  implies  the  moral  worth  of  another. 
Consequently  if  people  differ  with  regard  to  what  is 
wrong,  it  is  practically  admitted  that  there  is  a  conflict 
of  duties  or  principles — an  admission  which  goes  directly 
against  the  conception  of  conscience  as  a  unique  and 
unanalysable  faculty. 

Dr   Martineau   is   uncompromising.     He   denies  the 
conflict  among  at  least  the  fundamental  moral  principles, 
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and  any  exception  to  their  universal  application.  We 
shall,  therefore,  consider  two  points  : — (i)  whether  there 
is  any  real  conflict  among  the  moral  principles  ;  (ii)  whe- 
ther there  is  any  real  exception  to  their  universal  appli- 
cation. 

(i)  Couflict  of  Moral  Friuciples  :— That  there 
is  a  real  conflict  among  the  moral  principles  is  admitted 
by  many  eminent  moralists.  If  we  examine  the  nature 
of  the  so-called  moral  principles  we  find  that  a  conflict 
really  exists  among  them.  Take  some  familiar  instances. 
"Thou  shalt  not  lie",  "Thou  shralt  commit  no  murder", 
"Thou  shalt  not  steal",  "Thou  shalt  do  no  injury  to  a 
fellow-man",  are  all  familiar  instances  of  the  moral  prin- 
ciples. But  if  we  examine  them  we  .find  them  to  con- 
flict with  one  another.  Examine  the  first  and  the  second 
commandments  :  suppose  that  an  assassin  comes  to  you 
for  informations  about  the  whereabouts  of  a  man  ;  are 
you  morally  bound  to  speak  the  truth  ?  Here  you  are 
in  a  fix.  If  you  speak  the  truth  by  giving  the  informa- 
tions, you  practically  help  him  in  killing  the  man,  and 
thus  violate  the  second  commandment  :  if  you  tell  a  lie, 
you  violate  the  first.  Examine  the  first  and  the  third  : 
Suppose  that  you  know  that  a  certain  person  has  con- 
cealed some  treasure  in  a  particular  place,  and  that  a 
robber  comes  tq  you  for  necessary  information  :  are  you 
morally  bound  to  speak  the  truth  ?  Here  you  are  in 
another  fix.  If  you  speak  the  truth  you  help  him  in 
stealing  the  treasure,  thus  violating  the  third  command- 
ment ;  and  if  you  tell  a  lie,  you  violate  the  first.  In 
this  way  we  can  show  that  all  the  commandments  stated 
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above  do  actually  come  into  conflict  with  one  another. 
Now,  having  regard  to  the  fact  that  truths  cannot  be 
inconsistent  with  one  another  inasmuch  as  in  that  case 
we  cannot  accept  both  of  them  as  true,  these  conflicting 
moral  principles  cannot  be  considered  as  the  ultimate 
and  self-evident  truths.  Not  to  speak  of  those  who  are 
avowedly  not  intuitionists,  even  Dr.  Martineau  has  been 
compelled  to  admit  that  the  moral  principle  "Thou  shalt 
not  lie"  comes,  in  some  instances,  into  conflict  with 
Benevolence  or  "Thou  shalt  do  no  injury  to  your  fellow 
being"  and  the  principle  of  rational  self-love.  "If  vera- 
city is  put  under  the  protection  of  the  highest  spring  of 
action,  it  would  seem  to  be  unconditionally  obligatory.-" 

Are  we  then  precluded   from  even  considering  such 

pleas  of  exception  as  moralists  have  held  to  justify  the 
practice  of  deception  in  extreme  cases,  when  nothing 
else  can  save  life,  or  its  best  contents,  for  ourselves  or 
for  our  friends  ?  Must  the  enemy,  the  murderer,  the 
madman,  be  enabled  to  wreak  his  will  upon  his  victim 
by  our  agency  in  putting  him  on  the  right  track  ?''  In 
reply  to  such  a  question  he  observes  :  "Such  persons, 
we  surely  may  say,  can  no  more  claim  the  benefit  of  the 
''common  understanding"  (  i.  e.  veracity  ),  than  could  a 
spy  who,  by  stealing  the  password  eludes  the  sentry's 
vigilance  and  makes  his  notes  of  the  disposition  of  the 
lines,  expect  to  be  treated  as  a  comrade,  if  he  be  found 
out".  Thus,  according  to  him,  we  are  justified  in  telling 
lies  to  assassins,  robbers,  enemies  with  arms  in  their 
hands,  madmen,  &c.  when  they  want  to  injure  us  or 
Other  men  by  availing  themselves  of  the  benefit  of  vera- 
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city.  Hence  the  principle  "Thou  shalt  not  lie"  is  not 
universally  binding  upon  us  under  all  circumstances. 
And  the  limit  within  which  it  must  work,  or  beyond 
which  it  should  not  pass  can  be  discovered  by  utilitarian 
considerations,  not  by  the  intuition  of  conscience.  ^  For 
the  classical  proof  that  there  are  "no  innate  practical 
principles',  see  Locke's  Essay  concerning  Human  Under- 
standing, Book,  I.  ch.  II  ;  and  also  Dr.  Paulsen's  System 
of  Ethics,  pp.  672—81  ). 

(ii)  The  so-called  moral  principles  are  not  only  reci- 
procally conflicting,  but  also  found  to  be  conceived  of 
differently  in  different  ages  and  races  with  regard  to 
their  exact  meaning,  scope  and  authority.  After  care- 
fully sifting  the  testimonies  recorded  by  travellors  about 
the  manners  and  customs  of  the  savages,  and  comparing 
them  with  those  of  the  civilized  people,  Prof.  Paul  Janet, 
one  of  the  foremost  intuitionists,  has  arrived  at  the* fol- 
lowing conclusions  : — "There  is  no  savage  tribe  in  which 
we  do  not  find  the  germs  of  morality  ;  in  proportion  as 
peoples  rise  to  the  same  plane  of  civilization,  they  form 
moral  ideas  which  resemble  each  other  more  and  more 
closely,  whatever  may  be  their  differences  of  race,  cli- 
mate,  and   habits. Moral   contradictions   depend 

upon  the  degree  of  ignorance  or  of  intelligence  to  which 
a  people  has  arisen.  In  proportion  as  they  grow  wiser, 
they  tend  more  and  more  toward  one  and  the  same  con- 
ception of  morals,  which  is  the  very  thing  that  we  call 
civilization  ;  and  the  chief  object  of  all  intelligent  moral 
science  is  to  extend  the  knowledge  and  improve  the 
comprehension   of  those  moral  laws,   which,  if  not  truly 
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universal  in  the  past,  are  to  become  so  in  the  future. 
Thus  we  have  seen  the  prejudices,  and  vices  which  be- 
long more  or  less  to  the  state  of  barbarism,  gradually 
disappearing.  Thus,  for  example,  as  the  feeling  of  res- 
pect for  human  life  h^s  developed  more  and  more  among 
mankind,  under  the  double  influence  of  philosophy  and 
of  religion,  we  have  seen  every  thing  which  is  opposed 
to  this  principle  disappear  or  grow  weaker.  Thus  can- 
nibalism, the  vendetta,  private  wars,  human  sacrifices, 
tyrannicide,,  suicide,  ^  duelling,  and  the  use  of  torture, 
after  being  for  a  long  time  allowable  and  even  honour- 
able practices,  have  gradually  disappeared  from  manners 
and  from  opinions.  Thus,  as  the  true  idea  of  the  family 
has  been  disseminated,  we  have  seen  the  disappearance, 
or  the  limitation  to  certain  countries,  of  polygamy,  of 
a  father's  right  of  life  and  death  over  his  children,  of  the 
right  of  primogeniture,  &c.  In  regard  to  property,  as 
society  has  become  more  settled,  we  have  seen  pillage  and 
brigandage,  -tsrhich  at  first  were  the  priviledge  of  heroes, 
become  the  refuge  of  malefactors  :  we  have  seen  the  right 
of  property  become  more  and  more  accessible  to  all,  and 
better  and  better  guaranteed.  In  regard  to  personal 
liberty,  we  have  seen  violence  and  cruelty  pass  away  so 
far  as  exercised  in  the  name  of  religious  faith.  In  regard 
to  international  rights,  we  have  seen  the  rights  of  war 
gradually  reduced  to  what  is  strictly  necessary  :  we 
have  successively  adandoned  or  condemned  pillage,  the 
massacre  of  the  conquered,  the  reduction  of  prisoners  to 
slavery,  odious  means  of  warfare,  such  as  poison  ;  and  in 
time  of  peace,  a  hatred  of  strangers,  the  right  of  aubaine, 
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and  all  similar  relics  of  a  state  of  barbarism.  In  a  word, 
as  the  appreciation  of  the  dignity  of  man  and  of  human 
brotherhood  has  become  more  and  more  general,  men 
have  come  to  understand  better  the  results  of  these  prin- 
ciples, and  will  continue  to  grow  in  the  comprehension 
of  them.  Thus  the  progress  of  human  consciousness 
will  gradually  bring  about  the  disappearance  of  those 
contradictions  so  often  encountered  by  moralists." 

"But  can  the  progressive  development  of  moral  ideas 
be  reconciled  with  the  doctrine  of  an  immutable  and 
absolute  moral  law  ?  Is  that  which  is  absolute,  suscep- 
tible of  change  ?  This  apparent  difficulty  is  removed 
by  a  very  simple  distinction — that  between  truth  in 
zVse// and  the  knowledge  of  truth  which  we  possess". 
All  truths,  whether  scientific,  moral  or  religious,  are 
immutable  and  absolute  ;  but  our  knowledge  of  them 
is  never  complete  from  the  beginning  ;  progresses  from 
the  rudimentary  stage  to  the  fully-developed  in  course 
of  time.  And  he  adds  :  "There  are  moral,  as  well  as 
physical,  laws  :  there  are  moral,  as  well  as  geometric, 
truths.  In  themselves  these  truths  and  these  laws  are 
absolute,  immutable,  and  universal  ;  but  they  do  not 
appear  to  us  at  first  in  their  entirety,  nor  always  in 
their  true  colors.  We  make  false  or  incomplete  hypo- 
theses in  morals,  just  as  we  do  in  physics.  Finally, 
error  does  not  prove  the  non-existence  of  truth.  Moral 
science  is  derived  from  an  increasing  knowledge  of 
human  nature.  It  has  two  sources — human  nature  and 
brotherhood.  In  proportion  as  mankind  understand 
more  fully   the  value  of  human   personality   and  the 
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identity  of  nature  in   all   men,   moral   science  will  be 

extended  and  developed Moral  progress 

is  not,  then,  incompatible  with  the  intrinsic  immutability 
of  moral  truths.  On  the  contrary,  it  may  be  said,  that, 
but  for  the  hypothesis  of  an  absolute  moral  law  within 
our  consciences,  this  progress  itself  would  be  inexpli- 
cable ;  for  change  is  not  necessarily  progress.  If  there 
were  not  something  essentially  good  and  true,  I  cannot 
see  why  one  state,  of  society  should  be  better  than 
another,  respect  for  human  life  better  than  savage 
cruelty,  human  equality  better  than  slavery,  or  religious 
toleration  better  than  the  bloodthirsty  faith  of  the  old 
prehistoric  superstitions."      (  Theory     of    Morals,    pp. 

348-51  ). 

Thus  Prof.  Janet  admits  that  our  knowledge  of  the 
moral  laws  is  not  perfect  from  the  beginning  ;  it  grows 
and  develops  in  course  of  times  and  ages,  and  in  this 
way  only  we  come  to  know  their  meaning  and  scope 
better  and  better.  This  admission  is  sufficient  to  sub- 
vert the  rigoristic  view  of  conscience  that  it  is  all-perfect 
and  fully-developed  from  the  beginning. 

(B)  Hedonistic  view  : — The  hedonists  in  general 
deny  the  need  for  a  Moral  Faculty  as  an  innate  power 
for  recognising  moral  distinctions.  The  moral  distinc- 
tions, they  say,  are  not  based  on  anything  inherent  in 
the  actions,  but  on  the  nature  of  their  external  conse- 
quences. If  these  consequences  are,  on  the  whole, 
pleasurable,  the  actions  are  right  ;  and  if  painful,  the 
actions  are  wrong.  Thus  the  measure  of  the  moral 
worth  of  an   action   being  entirely  dependant  on   the 
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nature  of  the  external  consequences,  it  requires  ^,  faculty 
of  calculation  rather  than  a  faculty  of  intuition.  Hence 
the  tendency  of  hedonism  is  to  identify  conscience 
with  Prudence,  meaning  by  the  latter  an  organisation 
of  impulses  and  desires  in  such  a  wise  as  to  secure  the 
greatest  sura-total  of  pleasure,  and  the  least  sum-total 
of  pain  in  ourselves  (  Egoism  )  and  also  in  others 
(  Utilitarianism  ).  Of  course  they,  still,  talk  of  cons- 
cience ;  but  they  do  so  in  a  different  sense  :  with  them 
conscience  is  a  compound  and  derivative  faculty  :  it  is 
developed  from  sensations  variously  associated.  "Gene- 
rally, under  this  theory,  conscience  is  represented  as  a 
form  of  Feeling,  involving  reverence  for  moral  distinc- 
tions, and  impelling  to  their  observance.  Sometimes 
conscience  has  been  regarded  rather  as  a  restraining 
force,  involving  a  pain  more  or  less  intense,  attendant 
on  violation  of  duty."  For  these  reasons,  conscience 
is  commonly  named  by  the  Utilitarians  ''the  Moral 
Sense",  of  course  using  the  phrase  in  a  sense  quite 
different  from  that  in  which  it  was  used  by  Shaftesbury 
and  Hutch eson. 

Mill  remarks  :  "The  internal  sanction  of  duty, 
whatever  our  standard  of  duty  may  be,  is  .one  and  the 
same — a  feeling  in  our  own  mind  ;  a  pain,  more  or  less 
intense,  attendant  on  violation  of  duty,  which  in  proerly 
cultivated  moral  nature?  rises  in  the  more  serious  cases, 
into  shrinking  from  it  as  an  impossibility.  This  feeling, 
when  disinterested,  and  connecting  itself  with  the  pure 
idea  of  duty,  and  not  with  some  particular  form  of  it, 
or  with  any  of  the  merely  accessory   circumstances,  is 
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the  essence  of  Conscience  ;  fliough  in  that  complex 
phenomenon  as  it  actually  exists,  the  simple  fact  is  in 
general  all  encrusted  over  with  collateral  association, 
derived  from  sympathy,  from  love,  and  still  more  from 
fear  ;  from  all  the  forms  of  religious  feelings  ;  from  the 
recollections  of  childhood  and  of  all  our  past  life  ;  from 
self-esteem,  desire  of  the  esteem  of  others,  and  occa- 
sionally even  self-abasement.  This  extreme  compli- 
cation is,  I  apprehend,  the  origin  of  the  sort  of  mystical 
character  which,  by  tendency  of  the  human  mind  of 
which  there  are  many  other  examples,  is  apt  to  be 
attributed  to  the  idea  of  moral  obligation,  and  which 
leads  people  to  believe  that  the  idea  cannot  possibly 
attach  itself  to  any  other  objects  than  those  which,  by 
a  supposed  mysterious  law,  are  found  in  our  present 
experience  to  excite  it.  Its  binding  force,  however, 
consists  in  the  existence  of  a  mass  of  feeling  which 
must  be  broken  through  in  order  to  do  what  violates 
our  standard  of  right,  and  which,  if  we  do  nevertheless 
violate  that  standard,  will  probably  have  to  be  encoun- 
tered afterwords  in  the  form  of  remorse.  Whatever 
theory  we  have  of  the  nature  or  origin  of  conscience, 
this  is  what  essentially  constitutes  it."  (  Utilitarianism, 
pp.  41—42  1. 

With  regard  to  the  innateness  of  conscience  Mill  ob- 
serves :  "If,  as  is  my  own  belief,  the  moral  feelings  are 
not  innate,  but  acquired,  they  are  not  for  that  reason  the 
less  natural.  It  is  naturail  to  man  to  speak,  to  reason, 
to  build  cities,  to  cultivate  the  ground,  though  these  are 
acquired  faculties.    The  moral  feelings  are  not  indeed  a 
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part  of  our  nature,  in  the  sense  of  being  in  any  percep- 
tible degree  present  in  all  of  us  ;  but  this^  unhappily,  is 
a  fact  admitted  by  those  who  believe  the  most  strenuously 
in  their  transcendental  origin.  Like  other  acquired  capa- 
cities above  referred  to  the  moral  faculty,  if  not  a  part 
of  our  nature,  is  a  natural  outgrowth  from  it  ;  capable, 
like  them,  in  a  certain  small  degree,  of  springing  up 
spontaneously  ;  and  susceptible  of  being  brought  by 
cultivation  to  a  high  degree  of  development.  Unhappily 
it  is  also  susceptible,  by  a  'sufficient  use  of  the  external 
sanctions  and  of  the  force  of  early  impressions,  of  being 
cultivated  in  almost  any  direction  :  so  that  there  is 
hardly  anything  so  absurd  or  so  mischievous  that  it  may 
not,  by  means  of  these  influences,  be  made  to  act  on  the 
human  nlind  with  all  the  authority  of  conscience.* 
( Ibid,  p.  45  ). 

Dr.  Bain  writes  thus  with  regard  to  the  origin  and 
character  of  conscience  :  'I  entirely  dissent  from 
Dugald  Stewart  and  the  great*  majority  of  writers  on 
the  Theory  of  Morals,  who  represent  Conscience  as  a 
primitive  and  independent  faculty  of  the  mind,  which 
would  be  developed  in  us  although  we  never  had  any 
experience  of  external  authority.  On  the  contrary,  I 
maintain  that  Conscience  is  an  imitation  within  our- 
selves of  the  government  without  us  ;  and  even  when 
differing  in  what  it  prescribes  from  the  current  morality, 
the  mode  of  its  action  is  still  parallel  to   the   archetype. 

The  prof  of  this  affirmation  is  to  be  met  with, 

in  observing  the  growth  of  conscience  from  childhood 
upwards,  and  also  in  examining  closely  its  character 

20 
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and  working  generally The  first  lesson  that 

a  child  learns  as  a  moral  agent  is  obedience 

The  child's  susceptibility  to  pleasure  and  pain  is  made 
use  of  to  bring  about  this  obedience,  and  a  mental 
association  is  rapidly  formed  between  disobedience  and 

apprehended  pain,  more  or  less  magnified  by  fear 

The  feeling  of  encountering  certain   pain,  made 

up  of  both  physical  and  moral  elements — that  is  to  say, 
of  bodily  suffering  and  displeasure — is  the  first  motive 
power  of  an  ethical  kind  that  can  be  traced  in  the 

mental  system  of  childhood.    A  sentiment  of 

love   or  respect,  toward  the  person   of  the   superior, 

infus6s  a  different  species  of  dread  the  dread 

of  giving  pain  to  a  beloved  object.  Sometimes  this  is  a 
more  powerful  deterring  impulse  than  the  ofher.  We 
call  it  a  higher  order  of  conscience  to  act  from  love  than 
to  act  frOhi  fear.  When  the  young  mind  is  able  to  take 
iiotiise  of  the  use  and  meaning  of  the  prohibitions 
imposed  upon  it,  and  to  approve  of  the  end  intended 
by  them,  a  niew  motive  is  added,  and  the  conscience 
iis  then  a  triple  compound,  and  begirts  the  actions  in 
question  with  a  threefold  fear  ;  the  last  ingredient  being 
paramount;  in  the  maturity  of  the  sympathies  and  the 
reason.''    (  Emotions  and  Will,  Ch.  XV,  §§  21 — 22  ). 

Herbert  Spencer,  on  the  other  hand,  has  tried  to 
reconcile  the  intuitional  and  hedonistic  views  by  his 
doctrine  of  heridity.  He  agrees  with  the  hedonists  in 
that  conscience  was  a  derivative  faculty  to  our  remote 
forefathers  ;— it  was  derived  from  the  organized  and 
consolidated  experiences  of  the  race  ;  but  the  net  results 
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of  these  experiences  being  transmitted  to  us  in  accor" 
dance  with  the  law  of  heridity,  it  has  now  become  in  us 
an  innate  primitive  faculty  of  moral  intuitions.  "To 
make  my  position  fully  understood,"  observes  Spencer, 
"it  seems  needful  to  add  that,  corresponding  tq  the 
fundamental  propositions  of  a  developed  Moral  Science; 
there  have  been  and  still  are,  developing  in  the  race, 
certain  fundamental  moral  intuitions  ;  and  that,  though 
these  moral  intuitions  are  the  results  of  accumulated 
experiences  of  Utility,  gradually  organized  and  inherited 
they  have  come  to  be  quite  independent  of  conscious 
experience.  Just  in  the  same  way  that  I  believe  the 
intuition  of  space,  possessed  by  any  living  individual, 
to  have  arisen  from  organized  and  consolidated  experieur 
ces  of  all«antededent  individuals  who  bequeathed  to 
him  their  slowly-developed  nervous  organizations- 
just  as  I  believe  that  this  intuition,  requiring  only  to  be 
made  definite  and  complete  by  personal  experiences,  has 
practically  become  a  form  of  thought,  apparently  quite 
independent  of  experience  ;  so  do  I  believe  that  the 
experiences  of  utility  organized  and  consolidated  through 
all  past  generations  of  the  human  race,  have  been 
producing  corresponding  nervous  modifications,  whichi 
by  continued  transmission  and  accumulation,  have 
become  in  us  certain  faculties  of  moral  intuition- — certain 
emotions  responding  to  right  and  wrong  conduct,  which 
have  no  apparent  basis  .in  the  individual  experiences  of 
utility.  I  also  hold  that  just  as  the  space  intuition 
responds  to  the  exact  demonstrations  of  Geometry,  and 
has  its  rough  conclusions  interpreted  and;  verified  by 
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them  ;  so  will  moral  intuition  respond  to  the  demon- 
strations of  Moral  Sciencej  an(i  will  have  their  rough 
conclusions  interpreted  and  verified  by  them.  To 
this  ,  I  will  add  only  that  the  evolution-hypo- 
thesis thus  enables  us  to  reconcile  opposed  moral 
theories,  as  it  enables  us  to  reconcile  opposed  theories 
of  knowledge.  For  as  the  doctrine  of  innate  forms  of 
hitellectual  intuition  falls  into  harmony  with  the  ex- 
periential doctrine,  when  we  recognize  the  production 
of  intellectual  faculties  by  inheritance  of  effects  wrought 
by  experience  ;  so  the  doctrine  of  innate  powers  of 
moral  perception  becomes  congruous  with  the  utilitarian 
doctrine,  when  it  is  seen  that  preferences  and  aversions 
are  rendered  organic  by  inheritance  of  the  effects  of 
pleasurable  and  painful  experiences  in  progenitors.'' 
(  Principles  of  Ethics,  pp.  123 — 24  ).  (  For  his  account 
of  the  origin  of  moral  consciousness  or  conscience,  see 
Book  II,  Ch.  V.  3— ii ). 

Criticism  of  Hedonistic  View  :— (a)  Hedo- 
nism identifies  conscience  with  Prudence  ;  but  they 
are  evidently  two  distinct  faculties.  Prudence  is  the 
faculty  of  intellectual  calculation  ;  whereas  conscience 
is  the  faculty  of  moral  intuition  ;  the  one  calculates  the 
utility  of  action,  while  the  other  discerns  the  moral 
value  of  it.  Hence  by  identifying  the  one  with  the 
other  it  identifies  utility  with  morality,  correct  calcula- 
tion with  right-doing,  and  incorrect  calculation  with 
wrong-doing.  Thus,  if  I  do  an  act  thinking  that  it  will 
lead  to  good  or  bad  consequences,  my  action  will  be 
good  or  bad  in  the  former  case,  and  bad  or  good  in   the 
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latter  according  as  my  calculation  will  prove  correct  or 
incorrect  :  and  hence  the  rightness  or  wrongness,  good- 
ness or  badness  of  actions  will  depend  entirely  upon  the 
correct  or  incorrect  calculation  of  their  consequences.  If 
we  accept  such  an  account  of  the  morality  of  action,  then 
our  success  or  failure  in  solving  a  problem  of  mathe- 
matics or  science  should  also  be  considered  as  morally 
right  or  wrong.  But  this  is  edivently  absurd.  Hence, 
without  abolishing  the  distinction  between  utility  and 
morality,  "is"  and  "ought-to-be",  intellectual  calculation 
and  moral  valuation,  we  cannot  identify  conscience  with 
Prudence. 

In  the  second  place,  calculation  of  consequences  pre- 
supposes previous  knowledge  of  them  ;  so  that  Prudence 
as  a  faculty  of  calculation  can  operate  only  when  we 
already  have  such  knowledge  in  possession.  It  is  there- 
fore evident  that  Prudence  not  being  operative  during 
the  time  we  gather  such  knowledge,  we  have  no  con- 
sciousness of  right  and  wrong.  This  is  contradicted  by 
facts.  The  consciousness  of  right  and  wrong  exhibits 
itself  very  early  in  life  ;  even  the  children  are  found  to 
display  instinctive  preferences  and  aversions. 

In  the  third  place,  Prudence  fails  to  account  for  the 
nature  of  moral  authority  and  the  bitter  feeling  of 
remorse.  The  law  of  Prudence,  as  Kant  holds,  is  hypothe- 
tical, inasmuch  as  its  binding  force  depends  upon  the 
condition  that  we  want  the  attainment  of  some  end  ; 
and  continues  so  long  as  we  continue  to  want  it  ;  but 
ceases  altogether  with  the  cessation  of  such  a  want.  Thus, 
so  long  as  we  want   happiness   individual   or  social,   we 
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must  abide  by  the  law  of  Prudence  ;  but  the  moment 
we  cease  to  want  it,  the  law  altogether  ceases  to  bind  us; 
The  law  of  conscience  is  of  quite  different  character. 
It  is  absolutely  and  unconditionally  binding  upon  us — 
it  is  a  categorical  imperative.  Hence  the  authority  of 
Prudence  is  hypothetical,  whereas  the  authority  of  con- 
science is  categorical.     (  See  Bk.  II,  p.  i6  ). 

Again,  if  wrong-doing  is  incorrect  calculation,  then 
the  feeling  of  shame  consequent  upon  miscalculation  in 
the  moral  sphere  is  no  more  nor  less  than  that  conse- 
quent on  miscalculation  elsewhere,  viz.  in  the  intellectual 
sphere.  Why  should  we  be  more  shameful  when  we 
commit  a  wrong  than  when  we  make  a  mistake,  for 
instance,  in  working  out  a  problem  of  mathematics  or 
science  ?  On  the  purely  hedonistic  principles,  therefore, 
any  real  distinction  between  "remorse"  and  "regret" — 
the  feeling  of  shame  consequent  on  wrong-doing  and 
the  feeling  of  regret  consequent  on  the  making  of  an 
intellectual  error — cannot,  by  any  means,  be  maintained. 

{b)  No  doubt.  Mill  speakes  of  conscience  as  some- 
thing distinguished  from  Prudence  ;  but  conscience, 
according  to  him,  is  nothing  but  a  feeiing — "a  pain, 
more  or  less  intense,  attendant  on  violation  of  duty"  ; 
but  actually  it  is  a  complex  phenomenon — the  feeling 
"encrusted  over  with  collateral  associations".  Conscience 
is,  therefore,  like  all  other  feelings,  blind  ;  it  has  no 
vision  of  the  future — it  cannot  calculate  beforehand  the 
consequences  of  actions  and  cannot,  therefore  determine 
what  our  duty  should  be  in  a  particular  instance.  This 
last  function   is   ascribed   to    Prudence.      Prudence   is, 
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thus,  still  the  faculty  of  moral  valuation,  whereas  con- 
science is  only  a  feeling  attendant  on  the  violation  of 
duty,  i.  e,  the  feeling  of  remorse. 

Again,  with  Mill  conscience  is  an  acquired,  not  an 
innate,  faculty  ;  but  yet  it  is  natural  :  though  not  a  part 
of  our  nature  in  the  sense  of  being  present  in  all  of  us 
in  any  perceptible  degree,  yet  it  is  a  natural  outgrowth 
like  the  faculties  of  speaking,  reasoning,  &c.,  and  capable 
of  springing  up,  to  a  certain  degree,  spontaneously.  All 
these  evidently  show  that  though  conscience  does  not 
exist  in  us  in  the  all-perfect  and  fully-developed  form 
from  the  begining,  as  some  intuitionists  suppose  it  to 
do  so,  it  still  exists  in  all  of  us  at  least  in  a  germinal 
form,  and  is,  therefore,  inherent  in  our  nature.  This 
admission  is  equivalent  to  the  saying  that  the  true 
conscience  is  not  the  feeling  of  remorse,  but  the  sense 
of  duty  together  with  the  feeling  that  attends  on  its 
violation — it  is  the  faculty  of  moral  intuition  and  emotion. 
Thus  his  idea  of  conscience  taken  as  a  whole,  is  inconsis- 
tent with  his  view  that  Prudence  is  the  true  faculty  of 
moral  valuation.  Prof.  Grote  has  truly  remarked  :  "The 
very  interesting  description  of  conscience  which  Mr. 
Mill  gives  in  p.  41  (of  Utilitarianism  \  when  he  calls 
it  'a  pain  attendant  an  violation  of  duty'  and  describes 
its  binding  force  as  consisting  in  'the  existence  of  a 
mass  of  feeling  opposing  itself  to  the  action,'  seems  to 
me,  if  anything  is,  intuitivist.  Action  is  certainly  not  ■ 
due  in  that  case  to  the  consideration  of  general 
happiness  alone."  (  Examination  of  the  Utilitarian 
Philosopoy,  p,  168  ), 
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(c)  Dr.  Bain's  inductive  theory  of  conscience  is  quite 
wide  of  the  mark.  He  supposes  that  the  moral  faculty 
develops  from  non-moral  elements.  Mill  also  seems  to 
countenance  this  view  in  some  passages  of  his  Utilitari- 
anism. According  to  both,  "conscience  is  the  result  of 
education,  which,  by  association  and  other  means,  works 
and  transforms  the  external  sanctions  into  an  inward 
habit  ;  and  that  the  internal  sanction  ( i.  e.  conscience  ) 
is  thus  purely  secondary  and  artificial.''  Besides  all  the 
difficulties  that  are  found  to  be  involved  in  such  a  theory 
as  this  (  see  Book  II,  Ch.  IV,  critical  estimate  of  Utilita- 
rianism, ii  ),  it  ignores  tlie  fact  that  at  a  very  early  age, 
when  any  artificial  production  of  conscienc,e  is  impossiblej 
children  distinguish  as  to  rightness  or  wrongness  in  the 
commands  issued  ;  there  are  some  injunctions  which 
they  resent  as  unjust  :  Again,  it  describes  two  stages  of 
conscience,  earlier  and  later  ;  in  the  former,  conscience 
is  a  compound  of  emotions  constituted  by  hope  of  reward; 
fear  of  punishment,  love,  &c.  ;  whereas  in  the  later,  it 
is  an  intelligent  forecast  of  the  effects  of  actions,  i.  e. 
Prudence.  But  the  earlier  form  of  conscience  is  not  the 
same  as  the  moral  sentiment  inashiuch  as  children  resent 
some  commands  as  unjust ;  and  the  later  form  of  it  bdhg 
mere  prudence  involves  all  the  difficulties  that  are  found 
to  arise  out  of  its  identification  with  conscience  as  a 
faculty  of  moral  intuition. 

(d"!  H.  Spencer's  attempt  to  reconcile  the  inductive 
and  the  intuitive  theory  of  conscience  is  equally  futile. 
It  involves  all  the  difficulties  that  are  found  to  be  invol- 
ved in  both  of  them.    Moreover,  the  very  doctrine  of 
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heridily  by  means  of  which  he  seeks  to  make  the  tran- 
sition from  the  former  to  the  latter  possible  is  questioned 
by  the  most  leading  biologists  such  as  Weismann  and  hia 
followers,  according  to  whom  the  acquired  dispositions- 
due  to  accumulated  and  consolidated  experience  of  the 
race  are  not  transmitted  to  the  offsprings  ;  what  are 
really  transmitted  are  the  spontaneous  variations  that 
take  place  in  the  Germ-plasm.  Hence,  according  to 
the  latter  theorj'^,  conscience  or  the  consciousness  of 
the  moral  truths  that  is  supposed  by  Spencer  to  be 
acquired  simply  through  accumulated  and  consolidated 
experienceby  our  remote  ancestors  and  inherited  by 
us  as  their  descendants,  cannot  really  be  transmitted  to 
and  inherited  by,  us  ;  and  if  we  have  at  all  inherited 
any  capacity  for  moral  intuition  from  them,  it  must 
have  been  inherent  in  their  nature  as  moral  beings,  not 
simply  derived  from  their  experience.  Thus,  the  doc- 
trine of  heridity  as  developed  by  Weismann  points 
rather  to  the  intuitive  ( in  a  modified  sense  )  character 
of  conscience  than  the  inductive. 

(c)  ZTudaemonistic  view  : — We  have  found 
above  that  both  the  inductive  and  the  intuitive  view& 
of  conscience  are  imperfect  and  futile  attempts  to 
interpret  its  true  nature.  The  tenor  of  intuitionism 
is  to  regard  conscience  as  a  mysterious  and  inexplicable 
faculty  having  no  organic  relation  to  the  self  ;  and  that 
of  kedonism  is  to  make  it  wholly  a  mechanical  and 
accidental  product  of  development  from  non-moral  ele- 
ments. Eudaemonism  tries  to  reconcile  these  two 
antagonistic   views   by    accepting    what    is    true    and 
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rejecting  what  is  false,  in  them  and  thereby  showing 
that  they  represent  two  sides  or  aspects  of  the  true 
conscience.  The  true  conscience,  according  to  this 
theory,  is  Reason  as  understood,  not  in  that  half-hearted 
way  as  Kant  and  his  followers  did,  but  in  a  much  deeper 
way.  "Conscience"  says  Prof.  Muirhead,  "is  only  an- 
other side  of  consciousness.  It  is  in  the  field  of  practice 
what  consciousness  is  in  the  field  of  knowledge.  This 
fundamental  identity  is  already  indicated  in  the  words 
themselves.  Consciousness  (  conscire  )  is  the  sense  we 
have  of  ourselves,  as  realised  in  the  mode  of  activity  we 
call  knowledge  ;  conscience  (  also  conscire  )  is  the  sense 
we  have  of  ourselves  as  realised  in  conduct."  (  Elements 
of  Ethics,  pp.  238 — 39  ).  Thus,  as  consciousness  is  the 
self  which  constructs  the  systematised  world  of  know- 
ledge or  experience  out  of  the  chaotic  mass  of  sensations, 
so  conscience  is  the  self  which  constructs  the  systema- 
tised world  of  morality  out  of  the  chaotic  mass  of  social 
relations  and  institutions  which  are  nothing  but  "physi- 
cal facts  without  moral  meaning"  when  taken  by  them- 
selves. But  the  self  constructs  both  the  world  in 
accordance  with  principles  inherent  in  its  nature.  Thus, 
the  self  is  the  source  of  the  principles  of  both  knowledge 
and  conduct.  Like  consciousness,  conscience  also 
develops  in  course  of  time  ;  and  this  development  is 
effected  by  the  gradual  application  of  higher  and  higher 
principles  called  categories  and  ideas  (  Kant )  or  thought' 
determinations  (  Hegel )  in  the  case  of  knowledge  ;  and 
moral  laws  in  the  case  of  conduct.  But  these  principles, 
in  neither  case,  are    explicit,  but  are  implicit,  in  the 
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l)eginiiing  ;  and  we  come  to  be  conscious  of  them,  and 
-consciously  apply  them,  only  when  the  self  becomes 
-sufficiently  developed.  But  these  principles  of  construc- 
tion are  not  derived  from  experience  intellectual  or 
tnoral  ; — they  are  inherent  in  human  nature  as  the 
-maker  of  such  constructions.  Thus,  eudaemonism  agrees 
with  intuitionism  in  holding  that  the  germs  of  morality 
are  inherent  in  human  nature  ;  that  the  moral  principles 
are  not,  therefore,  derived  from  experience,  but  are  the 
necessary  conditions  of  the  interpretation  and  organi- 
sation of  such  experience  :  it  also  agrees  with  hedonism 
in  holding  that  conscience  is  not  a  mysterious  and  in- 
explicable faculty  all-perfect  and  fully-developed  from 
the  beginning  ;  that,  therefore,  the  moral  truths  are  nol 
revealed  to  us  all  at  once  at  least  in  their  full  scope  and 
meaning  ;  that  education  is  indespensably  necessary  for 
the  unfoldment  of  its  contents,  and  that,  thus,  only  in 
the  course  of  years  and  ages,  the  moral  truths  gradually 
come  out  to  us  in  their  true  colours. 

That  the   rational   self  is  the  ultimate  source  of  all 
■moral  truths  and  principles  may  be  shown  if  we  examine 
the  relation  between   the  theoretical   and  practical  judg- 
ments, i.  e.  the  judgments  of  facts  and  the  judgments  of 
value.     I  cannot  do  better  than  quote  what  Prof  Dewey 
has  said  in  this  connection  :  "Indeed,  just  as  every  judg- 
ment about  existent  fact  naturally   takes  the  form   'S  is 
P',  so  every  judgment   regarding  an  activity  which  exe- 
•cutes  an  idea  takes  the  form,  'S  ought  (  or  ought  not )  to 
t)e  P' It  is  the  very  essence  of  theoretical  judg- 
ment—judgment regardmg  fact — to  state  truth — what  is. 
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And  it  is  the  ve^y  essence  of  practical  judgment — judg- 
ment regarding  deeds— to  state  that  active  relation  whicb 
we  call  obligation,   what  ought  to  be.    The  judgment  as 
to  what  a  practical  situation  is,  is  an  untrue  or  abstract 
judgmeilt.    The  practical  situation   is  itself  an  activity  ;. 
the  needs,   powers  and  circumstances  which  make  it  are- 
moving  on.     At  no  instant  in  time  is  the  scene  quiescent- 
But  the  agent,  in  order  to  determine  his  course  of  actioni 
in  view  of  the  situation,   has  to  fix  it  :  he  has   to  arrest 
its  onward  movement  in  order  to  tell  what  it  is.     So  his 
abstracting  intellect  cuts  a  cross-section   through  its  on- 
going, and  says,   'This  is  the  situation'.    Now  the  judg- 
ment, 'This .ought  to  be  the  situation',  or  'In  view  of  the 
situation,  my  conduct  ought  to  be  thus  and  so',  is  simply 
restoring  the  movement  which  the  mind  has  temporarily 
put  out  of  sight.     By  means  of  its  cross-section,  intelli- 
gence has  detected  the  principle,  or  law  of  movement- 
of  the  situation  ;  and  it  is  on  the  basis  of  this  movement 
that  conscience  declares  what  ought  to  be."    Hence  we 
find  that  there  is  no  need  of  any  "special  mental  faculty 
which  may  declare  what  ought  to  be.    The  intelligence 
that  is  capable  of  declaring  truth>  or  what  is,  is  capable; 
also  of  making  known  obligation  ;  for  obligation  is  only 
practical  truth— the  is  of  doing."    (  Outlines  of  Ethics,, 
pp.  192—194  )■ 


BOOK  II. 

Chapter  I. 

The  subject  or  standard  of  Moral  Judgment. 

We  have  found  that  the  moral  judgment  can  be  ex- 
pressed either  as  that  a  conduct  is  right  or  wrong,  or  as 
that  it  is  good  or  bad.  But  "right"  refers  to  a  rule  or 
law,  and  "good"  to  an  end.  Thus  the  moral  judgment 
has  two  forms, — it  is  either  in  accordance  with  a  law  ;  or 
it  is  in  accordance  with  the  conception  of  a  good.  These 
two  fundamental  forms  of  tlie  moral  judgment  refer  ap- 
parently to  two  different  standards,  viz.  the  standard  of 
a  law,  and  the  standard  of  an  end.  Though  the  latter 
is  prior  in  importance,  being  that  on  which  the  former 
rests,  the  former  is  prior  in  time.  Whether  we  look  at 
the  moral  history  of  the  individual,  or  of  the  nation,  we 
find  that  morality  comes  to  us  first  in  the  form  of  a  law 
imposing  conduct  upon  us  from  outside.  Thus  in  the 
earliest  part  of  our  life  we  feel  ourselves  in  the  presence 
of  rules  or  laws  which  are  nothing  but  commandments 
from  parents,  teachers,  guardians,  priests  and  kings.  All 
religious  customs  are  merely  commandments  which  guide 
and  control  our  conduct,  to  a  large  extent,  irrespective 
of  our  will  and  assent.  The  same  is  true  of  nations.  The 
first  idea  of  morality  is  of  obediance  to  law.  Even  at 
the  present  day,  among  the  mojority  of  the  civilised  peo 
pie,  the  prevelent   idea  of  morality   is  that  it  consists  in 
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acting  in  accordance  with  a  law  laid  down  by  a  Superior 
Will.  So  that  we  shall  consider  these  two  fundamental 
forms  of  the  moral  standard  in  order  of  their  priority  in 
time. 

I.  The  standard  of  a  law :— (i)  The  Law  as 
wholly  external  :  -We  have  found  above  that  the 
moral  standard  comes  to  us  first  in  the  form  of  an  exter- 
nal law,  or  corhmandment.  The  defects  of  such  concep- 
tion of  the  moral  standard  are  mainly  threefold  : — 

ia)  In  the  first  place,  these  commandments  or 
rules  whether  written  or  unwritten,  are  of  various  kinds 
and  of  unequal  importance.  The  ceremonial,  political 
and  truly  moral  injuctions  are  mixed  up  with  one  an- 
other and  regarded  as  of  equal  importance. 

{b)  Even  the  strictly  moral  injunctions  are  found, 
on  examination,  to  be  mutually  conflicting.  Thus,  in 
some  instances,  the  commandment,  "Thou  shalt  not 
steal"  comes  into  conflict  with  "Thou  shalt  do  no  mur- 
der". For  example,  a  person  knows  that  another  person 
has  concealed  a  sharp  weapon  to  kill  a  third.  But  he 
knows  also  that  if  he  steals  the  weapon  he  can  save  the 
life  of  the  third.  Now,  if  he  steals  it,  he  will  violate  the 
first,  and  if  he  does  not,  he  will  violate  the  second  com- 
mandment ;  because  by  refraining  from  stealing  it,  he 
will  not  prevent  the  second  person  from  killing  the  third 
thus  abetting,  in  a  sense,  his  murder.  Moreover,  all 
moral  injunctions  are  hard  and  fast  rules,  purely  abstract 
in  nature,  so  that  they  cannot  explain  satisfactorily  all 
human  conducts  under  all  changing  circumstances.  The 
clear  evidence  of  the  truth   of  this  fact   is  the  necessity 
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felt  for  constructing  such  a  system  of  explanations  as 
casuitry  in  the  Christendom^  and  the  Mimangsa 
philosophy  of  Jaimini  in  India,  whose  sole  aim  is  to 
fit  in  the  moral  and  religious  injunctions  as  embodied  in 
scriptures  and  other  sacred,  books  with  the  changing 
circumstances  of  the  people. 

(c)  Finally,  the  very  nature  of  morality  is  incon- 
sistent with  the  nature  of  such  an  external  standard. 
Morality  implies  that  the  actions  to  be  moral  must  be 
our  actions,  that  is  to  say,  the  actions  should  be  deter- 
mined, not  by  a  law  which  is  merely  "given",  but  by  a 
law  of  our  own  nature — a  law  which  is  absolutely  inter- 
nal— a  law  of  our  whole  self.  A  slavish  submission  to  a 
superior  will  on  the  ground  of  its  superior  power  is  rather 
that  which  is  quite  opposite  to  the  conception  of  mora- 
lity.    Hence  the  necessity  of  a  transition  to — 


2.     The  law  as  Internal  : 

(A)  The  above  difficulties  arising  out  of  the  con- 
ception of  the  moral  law  as  wholly  external  can  be  re- 
moved by  conceiving  it  as  internal.  It  is  true  that  some- 
times moral  actions  are  determined  by  laws  apparently 
external  ;  but  this  is  so  only,  because  they  are  merely 
external  expressions  of  an  internal  law  ;  and  though 
these  external  laws  or  commandments  may  sometimes 
conflict  with  one  another,  we  have  an  ultimate  court,  of 
appeal — this  inner  law — which,  furnishes  us  with  means 
which   may  explain   and  reconcile  such  conflict.     This 
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internal  law  is  therefore  the  ultimate  standard  and  test 
of  moral  judgments. 

What,  then,  is  the  precise  nature  of  this  Internal 
Law  ?  The  nature  of  this  law  has  been  differently  con- 
ceived by  different  writers,  thus  giving  rise  to  various 
theories  which  are  collectively  called  Intuitionism  or  In- 
mitionalism. 

Tlie  common  characteristics  of  Intuitionism  are  that 
lightness  and  wrongness  consist  in  a  special  kind  of  qua- 
lity inherent  in  the  actions  themselves  independent  of 
tlieir  consequences  to  happiness  ;  and  that  there  is  a  law 
of  nature  requiring  that  all  rational  actions  should  have 
tiie  special  quality  of  rightness  and  be  free  from  the  spe- 
cial quality  of  wrongness  ;  and  that  we  have  especial 
faculty  for  perceiving  these  qualities  of  actions  intuitively 
or  directly — an  innate  and  instinctive  faculty  of  percep- 
tion, for  perceiving  moral  distinctions — meaning  that  as 
we  have  special  perceptive  faculties  for  colours,  forms, 
sounds,  &c.,  so  we  have  a  special  perceptive  faculty  of 
moral  qualities  of  actions. 

The  main  forms  of  Intuitionism  are  the  following  : — 
(i)  Moral  sense  : — The  moral  faculty  is  a  pas- 
sive and  innate  capacity  of  sensibility,  feeling  or  emotion 
(  somewhat  like  the  feeling  of  the  beautiful )  through 
which  different  actions  produce  different  feelings  in  us — 
either  pleasurable  feelings  of  satisfaction,  approval,  admi- 
ration, etc.  or  painful  feelings  of  dislike,  disgust,  remorse, 
etc.  So  that  we  judge  the  quality  of  the  action  as  good 
or  bad,  right  or  wrong,  aQcording  to  the  feejing  which  it 
produces  in   us,  somewhat   as  we  judge   the  secondary 
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qualities  of  material  things  from  the  feehiigs  of  sensa- 
tions which  they  produce  in  us.  This  is  called  the  Moral 
sense  or  Setititnental  view,  because  it  makes  the  Internal 
Law  to  be  a  faculty  of  sensibility  or  feeling.  (  Shaftes- 
bury and  Hutcheson  ). 

(ii)  Rational  View  : — The  moral  faculty  is  an 
active  faculty  of  intellectual  discrimination,  discerning  the 
relations  between  actions  and  their  circumstances,  as 
ordinary  intellect  discerns  relations  of  proportions,  sym- 
metry, harmony,  fitness,  consistency  and  inconsistency 
between  things — assuming  that  the  quality  of  rightness 
or  wrongness  is  a  rational  quality  consisting  in,  or  de- 
pending on  the  relation  between  the  action  and  its  cir- 
cumstances.    (  Calderwood.  ) 

This  is  called  tlie  Rational  or  Intellectual  view,  be- 
cause it  makes  rightness  and  wrongness  consist  in  rela- 
tion which  is  perceived  intellectually.    It  has  two  forms : 

(a)  Tlie  moral  faculty  gives  an  intellectual  discri- 
mination of  relation,  and  nothing  more,  i.  e.  does  not 
contain  any  element  of  feeling — is  an  intellectual  faculty 
and  nothing  more.  (Cudworth,  Clarke,  and  Calderwood.) 

(6)  It  is  not  merely  intellectual,  but  contains  a 
capacity  of  feeling  also,  and  gives  not  only  "a  discrimina- 
tion of  the  understanding,  but  also  a  feeling  of  the  heart" 
— i.  e.  is  a  faculty  both  of  intellectual  discrimination  of 
relation,  audi  of  emotion — the  former  enabling  us  to  dis- 
cern what,  is  right  and  wrong,  and  the  latter  impelling 
us  to  do  what  is  right.  (  Butler,  Price,  Reid,  D.  Stewart 
and  Whewell  ). 

liii)     Conscience  : — The  moral  faculty  as  regar- 
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ded  by  the  last  class  of  writers  is  especially  called  Con- 
science. Conscience  is  thus  the  faculty  of  intellectual 
discrimination  which  discerns  intuitively  the  Tightness 
or  wrongness  of  actions  and  is  also  accompanied  with  a 
characteristic  element  of  feeling,  viz,  the  feeling  of  appro- 
val, or  disapproval,  satisfaction  or  remorse.  Conscience 
thus  contains  two  elements  : — a)  an  Intectual  element ; 
it  is.  a  faculty  of  judgment — it  affirms  an  action  to  be 
right  or  wrong  ;  and  (b)  an  emotional  element  ;  it  gives 
a  feeling  of  approval  when  the  action  is  right,  and  a 
feeling  of  disapproval,  when  it  is  wrong  and  again, 
when  the  action  is  our  own,  we  feel  satisfaction  or  rem- 
orse according  as  the  action  is  right  or  wrong. 

The  essential  characteristics  of  conscience  are  held  to 
be  : — (a)  that  it  is  intuitive,  i.  e.  it  discerns  the  moral 
worth  of  an  action  immediately,  not  by  any  process  of 
reasoning.  Thus  the  acts  of  stealing,  dishonesty,  etc.  are 
condemned,  and  their  opposite  approved  instinctively.  \b) 
It  is  underived,  i.  e.  it  is  the  ultimate  fact  of  our  nature, 
so  that  its  dictates  are  absolutely  binding  upon  us  irres- 
pective of  any  prudential  consideration.  And,  (c  it  is 
universal,  i.  e.  it  is  present  in  every  induvidual,  in  every 
race,  and  in  every  age.  It  does  not,  of  course,  imply 
that  it  is  present  in  equally  developed  form  among 
them.  It  is  universal  in  the  same  sense  as  Reason  is 
universal.  Like  Reason  it  is  capable  of  development, 
so  that  the  conscience  of  one  man,  race  and  age  may  not 
be  exactly  the  same  as  the  conscience  of  another  man, 
race  and  age.  Still  it  is  innate  just  as  our  other  faculties 
are  and  just  as  universal  as  these  are  in  all  normally  con- 
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stituted  human  beings.  Hence  it  should  be  remembered 
that  when  we  speak  of  conscience  as  the  ultimate  prin- 
ciple of  morals,  it  is  not  the  conscience  of  this  or  that 
individual.  An  individual  conscience  is  nothing  but  the 
consciousness  of  agreement  or  disagreement  of  his  action 
with  his  own  standard  of  right  ;  and  if  tliis  standard  is 
defective,  his  conscience  is  so  too.  Of  course  every  man 
is  bound  to  follow  his  own  standard  of  right,  if  he  likes 
to  be  conscientious  ;  but  still  his  action  may  be  wrong 
or  at  least  not  entirely  right,  if  his  standard  is  defective. 
This  is  the  reason  why  we  call  a  man  "fanatic"  who 
Strictly  and  unflincln'ngly  follows  his  own  defective  stan- 
dard. Therefore  conscience  which  is  the  ultimate  stan- 
dard of  moraiity  is  the  universal  conscience,  the  ultimate 
principle  by  means  of  which  we  recognise  the  rightness 
and  wrongriess  of  actions,  and  which  is  latent  in  all  men 
in  all  ages,  but  which  is  more  fully  developed  in  some 
men  than  in  others.  This  principle  of  univeral  consci- 
ence is  called  by  Reid  and  the  Scottish  School  in  gene- 
ral the  principle  of  common  sense,  beacuse  it  is  held  to 
be  common  or  universal  throughout  the  wliole  human 
race. 

Dr.  Martineau,  tlie  greatest  exponent  of  the  intuitional 
morality  in  recent  times,  seems  to  approach  the  Moral 
Sense-theory  more  than  any  other.  Yet  liis  doctrine 
contains  some  peculiarities  which  are  absent  in  all  other 
doctrines.     It  deserves  therefore  a  special  notice  liere. 

He  is  in  emphatic  agreement  with  all  other  intuitio- 
nists  in  maintaing  that  the  Moral  Faculty  is  unique  and 
unanalysable,   intuitive   and   universal  ;    but  he   differs 
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from  them  in  this  : — what  our  conscience  directly  tells 
us  is  not  the  moral  worth  of  our  actions,  but  the  moral 
worth  of  the  motives  or  "springs  of  actions.''  When 
two  or  more  springs  of  actions  fight  with  one  another 
in  the  field  of  our  self-conscious  mind,  drawing  us  in 
different  directions,  our  conscience  intervenes  and  de- 
cides between  their  respective  claims  ;  it.  declares 
immediately  their  moral  worth  or  value  and  enjoins  us 
to  follow  that  which  has  the  higher  value  in  preference 
to  the  other  or  others  which  have  the  lower.  Thus, 
"their  moral  valuation  intuitively  results  from  their 
simultaneous  appearance.''  Therefore,  "the  whole 
ground  of  ethical  procedure  consists  in  this:  that  we 
are  sensible  of  a  graduated  scale  of  excellence  among 
our  natural  principles  ( i.  e.  the  springs  of  actions  ),  quite 
distinct  from  the  order  of  their  intensity,  arid  irrespec- 
tive of  the  range  of  their  external  effects."  (  Types  of 
Ethical  Theory,  Vol.  II,  P  49  1.  Thus,  "The  sensibility 
of  the  mind  to  the  graduations  of  this  scale  is  precisely 
what  can  we  call  conscience  ; — the  knowledge  with  on^s 
self  of  the  better  and  worse  ;  and  the  more  delicate  the 
knowing  faculty,  the  finer  are  the  shades  perceived. 
Whoever  feels  no  difference  of  worth  between  one 
propension  and  another,  and  yields  himself  with  equal 
unreluctance  to  appetite  or  affection,  to  resentment  or 
compassion,  and  emerges  from  them  with  equal  cheer- 
fulness, is  without  conscience.''  (  Ibid,  p  53  ).  "Cons 
cience,  then,  is  the  critical  percepion  we  have  of  the 
relative  authority  of  our  several  principles  of  action. 
The  sense  of  that  authority  k  implicitly  contained  in  the 
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mere  natural  strife  of  these  principles  within  us  :  when 
explicitly  brought  into  view  by  reflective  selfknowledge, 
it  assumes  a  systematic  character,  and  asserts  its  prero- 
gative as  the  judicial  regulator  of  life.  Its  proper  busi- 
ness is  to  watch  the  forces  of  our  nature,  and  keep 
every  thing  in  its  place."     (  Ibid,  p  54  ). 

From  the  above  summary  of  the  intuitional  views  of 
morality,  it  is  plain  that  it  is  not  always  easy  to  say 
what  the  precise  object  of  the  intuition  is.  {a)  Some 
hold  that  intution  consists  in  discerning  the  moral  quali- 
ties inherent  in  each  separate  action  by  itself,  e.  g.  this 
particular  action  of  honesty  is  right,  and  in  making 
general  moral  laws — e.  g.  honesty  in  general  is  right — 
to  be  generalisations  from  particular  instances  of  intui- 
tion. This  kind  of  intuitionism  has  been  called  by 
Sidgwick  Perceptional  Intuitionism.  It  may  also  be 
called  Inductive  Intuitionism.  (  Butler,  Shaftesbury, 
Hutcheson,  Adam  Smith,  Martineau,  etc  ). 

{b)    Some  others  hold  that  what  is  discerned  intui- 
tively is  not   the  Tightness   or  wrongness  of  particular 
actions,  but  rather   the  general  moral  laws,  that  all 
actions  of  such  and  such  a  form  are  right  or  wrong — e.  g. 
Justice  is  right  ;  Benevolence   is  right,   and   so  on  ;  or 
stealing  is  wrong  ;  slandering  is  wrong,   and   so  on.    So 
that   the  judgment  of  a   particular  action   as  right   or 
wrong,  will  take  the  following  form  of  a  syllogism — 
All  justice  is  right. 
This  action  is  just. 
/.     This  action  is  right. 

This  is  perhaps  the  common  form,  and  may  be  called 
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Common  sense  'Intuitonism  as  being  held  by  Raid,  '  Stew- 
art, and  the  so-called  common  sense  school,  making  the 
particular  judgment  to  be  a  deduction.  It  has  this 
advantage  that  it  accounts  for  the  uncertainty  and  the 
difference  of  opinions  which  sometimes  prevail  about 
particular  moral  intuitions.  It  has  been  called  by  Sidg- 
wick  Dogmatic  or  Deductive  Intuitionism. 

(c)  Some  others,  again,  hold  that  we  cannot  be 
satisfied  with  merely  saying  that  we  perceive  particular 
actions  to  be  individually  right  or  wrong,  nor  with 
saying  that  all  actions  of  a  general  form  are  right  or 
wrong :;  but  we  should  also  try  to  discern  the  reason 
why  they  are  right  or  wrong,  and  say  that  the  intuition 
which  tells  us  that  particular  action  or  kind  of  action  is 
right  or  Wrong,  must  or  may,  perfectly  and  clearly  tell 
us  at  the  same  time  why  it  is  so,  or  in  what  its  Tightness 
or  wrongness  consists — the  ground  of  its  Tightness  or 
wrongness.  This  form  of  Intuitionism  has  been  called 
by  Sidgwick  Philosophical  Intuitionistn. 

Now  English  Intuitionism  began  with  the  philoso- 
phical form  ;  because  it  began  as  a  refutation  against 
Hobbes,  who  had  given  a  reasonable  ground  for  his  own 
particular  egoistic  form  of  morality.  Therefore  the  anta- 
gonistic morality  was  bound  to  give  a  reason  also  and 
thereby  to  be  philosophical  like  Hobbes'.  Hence  the 
Intellectual  (  or  Dianoetic  )  system  of  Cudworth,  Clarke 
and  Price,  which  tried  to  explain  Tightness  philosophi- 
cally as  a  form  of  harmony,  congruity,  fitness  or  prc^ot- 
tion  of  things.  This  was  followed  by  the  Perceptional 
or  Inductive  form,  contained  in  the  Moral  Sense  or  Sen- 
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timental  theory,  which,  again,  led  to  the  Dogmatic  or 
Deductive  form,  but  was  revived  by  Dr.  Martineau  in 
recent  times  in  a  slightly  different  form. 

General  review  of  Intuitionism. 

(i)  The  intellectual  and  emotional  elements  involved 
in  conscience  are  sometimes  found  to  conflict  with  each 
other.  Our  intellect  may  choose  a  line  of  action,  but 
this  choice  is  sometimes  found  to  be  immediately  fol- 
lowed by  a  feeling  bearing  a  close  resemblance  to 
remorse.  Thus  when  a  devout  christian  chooses,  for 
the  first  time,  to  take  a  row  or  attend  a  concert  on  Sun- 
day, his  choice  is  closely  followed  by  a  feeling  of  repen- 
tance. Here  his  intellect  chooses  one  line  of  action, 
and  his  emotion  clings  to  another.  Such  conflict  can  be 
explained,  not  by  conscience  itself,- but  by  a  higher  stan- 
dard which  can  sit  in  judgment  upon  conscience. 

,(2)  The  moral  principles,  which  are  represented  as 
the  generally  recognised  principles  of  right  and  wrong, 
and  thus  universal  and  unanalysable,  are  found,  on  exa- 
mination, to  be  contingent  and  variable.  Thus  the  prin- 
ciple "Thou  shalt  not  steal"  was  never  held  universally 
to,  be  binding.  The  Spartans  encouraged  theft  if  it  was 
cleverly  done,  so  that  the  perpetrator  could, escape  with 
impunity.  Very  different  vi^ws  with  regard  to  the ,  ex- 
act nature  of  "equality"  implied  in  the  conception  of 
Justice  were  held  by  differect  stages  of  human  civilisa- 
tion, and  by  different  communities  in  the  same  stage. 
The  ."community  of  wiyesf  was  enjoined  by  Plato  in  his 
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Republic,  as  a  necessary  condition  of  an  Ideal  State, 
which  is  now  positively  condemned  by  all  civilised  peo- 
ple. So  that  not  only  these  principles  are  not  univerf 
sally  applicable,  but  they  are  found  to  conflict  with  one 
another.  Thus,  as  we  have  found  above,  the  principle 
"Thou  shalt  not  steal''  comes  into  conflict  with  "Thou 
shalt  do  no  morder''.  "Thou  shalt  not  lie",  with  "Thou 
shalt  do  no  injury  to  your  fellow  being",  etc.  Instances 
like  these  may  be  adduced  indefinitely.  But  they  are 
sufficient  to  show  that  the  so-called  moral  principles  are 
never  universal  and  unanalysable  in  the  sense  in  which 
they  are  held  to  be  so  by  the  intuitionists. 

Besides,  their  intuitive  character  may  be  shown  to  be 
empirical  only,  i.  e.  they  are  intuitive  in  the  sense  of 
being  instinctive.  Their  supposed  necessity  is  merely 
subjective,  i.  e.  as  the  result  of  constant  obedience  to  the 
morality  of  the  age  and  country  in  which  a  man  lives, 
and  being  a  child  of  the  race,  the  heir  of  all  the  ages  of 
its  experience,  the  morality  of  which  he  accepts  unques- 
tioningly. 

(3)  Thus,  Intuitionism  gives  only  a  psychological 
description  of  the  moral  consciousness.  It  merely  tells 
us  the  "what"  of  morality,  i.  e.  it  merely  describes  the 
moral  facts,  and  therefore  does  not  explain  the  "why" 
of  the  facts.  It  merely  affirms  that  the  moral  facts  are 
nebessary  and  irresistible  ;  but  it  does  not  tell  us  any 
thing  of  the  objective  basis  of  these  facts — the  reasons 
why  the  moral  principles  are  such.  In  short,  it  does  not 
investigate  the  ultimate  nature  of  morality  itself.  "The 
real  question  of  Ethics  is  not,  as  intuitionists  have  stated 
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and  answered  it  ;  How  do  we  come  to  know  moral  dis- 
tinctions ?  but,  what  are  these  distinctions  ?  What  is 
the  moral  Ideal — the  single  criterion  which  shall  yield 
all  such  distinctions  ?"  (  Prof.  J.  Seth's  "A  study  of 
Ethical  Principles"  p  187  ). 

(4)  The  so-called  moral  principles  are  merely  for- 
mal and  abstract  ;  they  cannot,  therefore,  explain  com 
pletely  the  concrete  moral  actions.  The  concrete  is 
more  than  the  abstract.  So  that  they  have  to  be  modi- 
fied according  to  circumstances.  They  may,  therefore, 
serve,  at  most,  the  purpose  of  a  "practical  guidance  to 
common  people  in  common  circumstances  j'J  but  "the 
attempt  to  elevate  them  into  a  system  of  scientific 
truths"  is  necessarily  a  failure. 

^5)  The  authority  of  conscience  is  "still  external.  To 
be  truly  internal,  conscience  should  be  conceived  as 
identical  with  our  whole  self,  not  with  a  part  of  it  only. 
For  if  it  is  only  a  part  of  the  whole  self,  its  law  cannot 
be  the  l^w  of  the  whole  self,  nor  can  its  dicates  be 
binding  upon  the  same  ;  so  that  the  law  of  a  part  is  still 
external  to  the  whole. 

Is  conscience  a  part  or  the  whole  of  the  self  ?  "Cons- 
cience is  not  explained,  as  on  any  true  theory  it  must  be, 
as  the  self  judging  of  its  own  acts,  but  as  a  special  fa- 
culty. It  is  the  'Faculty  of  Moral  Judgments' — an 
innate  and  inexplicable  power  of  moral  discrimination, 
sitting  apart  from  the  rest  of  human  consciousness,  like 
the  priestess  in  the  oracle  at  Delphi,  and  authoritatively 
imposing  its  decrees  upon  the  human  will.''  (  Prof. 
Muirhead's  "Elements  of  Ethics"  p  84 ).  In  words  of  Dr. 
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Martineau,  we  may  say  that,  it  can  act  irrespective  of 
the  will  and  character,  and  make  a  choice  that  is  absolu- 
tely unmotived. 

Such  conception  of  conscience  is  wholly  inconsistent 
with  the  modern  conception  of  mind  as  an  organic  unity. 
It  commits  the  fallacy  of  "Faculty  Psychology''  which 
has  been  so  emphatically  condemned  by  all  leading 
modern  psychologists.  (  See  Prof.  Stout's  Manual  of 
Psychology,  Book  I.  Chap.  Ill  ). 

Again,  even  if  we  can  save  its  life  from  the  onslaught 
of  psychology,  we  cannot,  by  means'  of  it,  account  for 
our  moral  life.  For  the  very  essence  of  morality  consists 
in  free  obedience  to  a  self-imposed  law.  But  we  have 
found  above  that  the  law  of  conscience  is  the  law  of  a 
part,  not  of  the  whole  of  the  self.  So  that  it  is  still 
external. 

(B)  Moral  Reason  : — Heuce  the  need  for  a  truly 
internal  law.  And  this  need  was  ftrst  supplied  by  Kant 
in  his  "Critique  of  Practical  Reason"  and  "Metaphysic 
of  Morals."  Kant's  ethical  doctrine  was  essentially  anti- 
thetic to  Hedonism.  Hedonism  is  founded  on  the  idea  of 
the  self  as  primarily  and  essentially  a  feeling  subject,  — 
a  subject  which  is  always  guided  by  the  sole  desire  for 
securing  for  itself  the  greatest  sum  total  of  pleasure. 
Kant's  doctrine,  on  the  other  hand,  is  pure  rationalism. 
"It  is  founded  on  the  view  that  the  predominating 
element  in  the  self  is  reason,  which,  as  essentially 
opposed  to  desire,  asserts  itself  in  the  .  authoritative 
and  categorical  demands  of  the  moral  imperative. 
On     this     theory     the     end   of    man     as     a    rational 
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being  is  unconditional  obedience  to  this  irtiperative,  as 
the  law  of  his  inner  being  or  true  self.  Pleasure,  so  far 
from  being  the  end,  cannot  enter  into  our  conception  of 
the  end  of  action  without  vitiating  any  claim  which  it 
may  otherwise  have  to  be  considered  virtuous.  In 
order  to  be  good  an  act  must  be  done  out  of  reverence 
for  the  reason  which  enjoins  it,  and  without  respect  to 
the  consequences.  As  opposed  to  the  theory  that  the 
end  is  pleasure  for  pleasure's  sake,  this  theory  has  aptly 
been  called  the  theory  of  duty  for  duty's  sake."  Prof. 
(  Muirhead's  "Elements  of  Ethics"  pp  122 — 123  ). 

Kant's  theory,  then,  recognises  right  as  distinct  from 
expediency.  It  clearly  emphasizes  the  essential  distinc- 
tion between  what  is  right  and  what  is  prudent.  No 
doubt,  prudence  is  also  a  creature  of  reason,  because  it  is 
nothing  but  the  regulation  and  organisation  of  conflic- 
ting desires  by  reason  in  order  to  secure  the  greatest 
possible  sum-total  of  selfish  advantage.  Yet,  it  is  held 
by  this  theory  that  desires  are,  by  their  very  nature, 
antagonistic  to  and  in  everlasting  war  with  reason  as 
such,  and  therefore,  they  should  be  denied  the  right  of 
determining  virtuous  actions.  Virtue  consists  in  such 
denial  and  in  doing  actions  only  in  obedience  to  the 
moral  law.  "Riight  thus  stands  out  clear  from  the  taint 
of  all  prudential  considerations."  If  the  motive  of  an 
action  contains  any  such  considerations,  its  moral  value 
is  destroyed. 

This  essentialand  qualitative  difference  between  pru- 
dence and  morality  explains  the  absolute  character  of  the 
moral  law.     Every   idea   of  "good"   which  is  determind 
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by  prudential  considerations  provides  only  such  principle 
of  action  that  is  hypothetical  or  conditional.  Obedience 
to  it  can  never  be  required  unconditionally.  "You  ought 
to  do  this"  can  have  no  meaning,  as  an  unconditional 
command,  to  the  consistent  Hedonist.  The  rejoinder, 
"Yes,  provided  I  recognise  that-action  as  a  means  to  my 
greatest  pleasure  ;  but  I  don't"  puts  an  end  to  the  mat- 
ter." But  the  principle  of  action  dictated  by  reason  is 
different.  Reason  is  the  universal  and  essential  elements 
in  man's  nature — it  is  his  true  or  permanent  self,  as  op- 
posed to  the  transient  phases  of  appetite  and  passion 
which  he  shares  with  the  lower  animals.  "Its  law  accor- 
dingly is  the  law  of  liberty.  To  disobey  reason  is  to 
renounce  man's  special  birth-right  of  freedon."  It  is  bind- 
ing upon  him  as  a  rational  being.  "To  deny  its  authority 
is  to  deny  himself  part  or  lot  in  the  kingdom  of  huma- 
nity." Hence  the  moral  law  is  of  the  nature  of  categori- 
cal imperative,  and  the  only  absolutely  good  thing  is  the 
Good  Will,  which  means  the  will  determined  by  reverence 
for  reason  as  revealed  in  the  moral  law  and  untainted  by 
any  lower  motive.  This  absolute  moral  law  which  is 
the  Law  of  Reason,  has  been  stated  by  Kant  in  the  fol- 
lowing way  : — 

"Act  only  on  that  maxim  (  or  principle  )  which  thou 
canst  at  the  same  time  will  to  become  a  universal  law, 
or  act  only  in  such  a  way  as  you  could  will  that  every 
one  else  should  act  under  the  same  general  conditions." 

Criticism  :— (A)  The  defect  of  Kant's  "ascetic 
theory  is  not  that  it  lays  emphasis  on  the  negative  as- 
pect of  morality,   but  that   it  treats   that  aspect   as  the 
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final  one.  Selfrrealisation  cannot  consist  in  mere  resis- 
tance to  the  suggestions  of  desire.  If  it  did,  the  satisfac- 
tion of  one  element  in  human  nature  would  mean  the 
destruction  of  another  ;  the  realisation  of  reason  would 
mean  -the  annihilation  of  feeling  and  desire.  Seeing, 
morever,  that  virtue  consists  in  free  determination  by 
reason,  and  reason  is  not  otherwise  definable  on  this 
theory  save  as  the  antithesis  of  desire,  the  virtuous 
man,  so  far  from  being  independent  of  desire,  is  depen- 
dent on  its  continued  resistance  for  the  opportunity  of 
realising  himself  in  conflict  with  it.  Virtue,  in  fact,  lives 
in  the  life  of  its  antagonist.  Final  and  complete  victory 
over  it  would  involve  its  own  destruction  along  with 
the  destruction  of  desire.  This,  which  might  be  called 
the  "paradox  of  asceticism"  is  the  explanation  of  the 
failure  which  has  attended  all  attempts  to  organise  a 
practical  scheme  of  life  upon  the  basis  of  this  theory." 
(  Prof.  Muirhead's  Elements  of  Ethies,  pp  1 29-30  ). 

Another  consequence  of  this  forced  separation  of 
reason  from  desire  is,  that  man's  ordinary  daily  life, 
which  is  predominantly  a  life  of  desire,  has  no  place  in 
the  realm  of  morality, — it  has  no  moral  significance — it 
is  even  immoral.  If  an  action  is  wrong,  simply  because 
we  desire  to  do  it,  then  no  action,  that  springs  sponta- 
neously from  the  naturall  affections,  as  love,  compassion, 
fear,  hope,  &c.  can  be  morally  right.  If  I  give  alms  to 
the  poor  out  of  pity  ;  if  I  sacrifice  my  most  cherished 
and  best  interests  to  those  of  my  country  simply  out  of 
love,  my  actions  will  be,  from  Kant's  points  of  view, 
positively  immoral,  this  is  rather  doing  violence  to  the 
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common  sense  of  mankind.  In  fact,  it  is  difficult  to 
see  how,  by  denying  human  desire  a  place  in  the  good 
life,  We  can  realise  the  moral  ideal  at  all.  For  oniy 
through  right  activities  we  can  realise  the  ideal,  and 
these  activities  are  always  prompted  by  desires  when 
rightly  chosen. 

(B)  The  moral  law  as  laid  down  by  Kant  is  as  abs 
tract  and  one-sided  as  his  conception  of  reason.  It  may 
safely  be  regarded  as  a  negative  guide  in  conduct.  We 
can  ascertain,  by  reference  to  it,  what  we  should  not  do 
tinder  certain  circumstances.  Thus,  if  we  find,  iii  some 
instance,  that  the  principle  of  our  action  cannot  be  uni- 
vers  alised — cannot  be  regarded  as  the  principle  which 
every  man  can  act  on  under  similar  circumstances,  we 
can  safely  infer  that  the  action  is  wrong.  But  we  can- 
notiregard  it  as  a  positive  guide.  We  cannot  deduce  a 
complete  code  of  our  positive  duties  from  it,  just  as  we 
cannot  deduce  the  knowledge  of  any  actual  concrete  law 
of  nature  from  the  formal  principles  of  Logic.  Indeed, 
its  formal  character  becomes  more  evident  when  we  ap- 
ply it  to  concrete  cases.  Thus,  if,  in  the  first  instance, 
we  apply  it  to  a  general  species  of  action,  for  instance, 
"lying"  and  deduce  a  law  such  as  "all  lying  is  wrong''  or 
"Thou  shalt  not  He"  from  it,  because  its  principle  cannot 
be  universalised,  then,  we  make  the  maxim  very  strin- 
gent. But,  as  we  have  found  in  our  criticism  of  Intui- 
tionism,  there  is  no  commandment — no  moral  law  which 
does  not  admit,  under  certain  circumstances,  of  any  ex- 
ception. If  I  lie  to  save  the  life  of  an  innocent  man, 
who  is  a  tower  of  strength  to  my  country^   and  who  will 


MORAL  PHILOSOPHY.  19 

be  able,  if  his  life  be  saved,  to  do  an  immense  good  not 
only  to  my  societ}'^,  but  also  to  the  community  of  man- 
kind at  large,  I  am  certainly  justified  in  doing  so. 

Again,  if  we  apply  the  maxim  to  particular  acts,  for 
instance,  a  particular  act  of  lying,  we  meet  with  further 
difficulties  :  Every  man  is  apt,  or  rather  tempted,  to  re- 
gard the  principle  of  his  action,  however  wrong,  as  capa- 
ble of  being  universalised  at  least  at  the  time  of  its  per- 
formance. No  body  does  wrong  Knowingly  ;  ak  least 
at  the  time  of  its  performance  he  thinks  his  action  right, 
although  after  further  reflection  he  may  come  to  know 
its  wrongness.  So  that,  in  this  case,  Kant's  dictum  gives 
,us  a  very  lax  standard. 

In  the  third  place,  Kant's  maxim  is  a  maxim  of  self- 
consistency,  i.  e.  it  enjoins  us  that  we  should  he  self 
consistent  in  our  actions — we  should  not  act  on  one 
principle  and  expect  others  to  act  on  different  princi- 
ples under  the  same  circumstances.  But  tlie  application 
of  the  maxim  presupposes  a  certain  given  material.  Thus, 
the  self-consistency  of  "stealing"  rests  on  the  preseup- 
position  of  the  right  of  private  property.  If  we  respect 
the  right  of  private  property,  then  "stealing''  would  be 
self  inconsistent,  otherwise  not.  Breaking  of  promise 
would  be  self  inconsistent,  if  we  recognise  the  duty  of 
making  promise,  otherwise  not.  Thus,  we  find  that  the 
possibihty  of  the  application  of  Kant's  maxim  depends 
on  the  existence  of  concrete  rights  and  duties  which 
cannot  be  deduced  from  it.  Kant  was  aware  of  this 
defect  and  tried,  in  his  later  writings,  to  derive  the  con- 
crete duties  from  other  sources,  viz — our  own  Perfection 
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and  the  Happiness  of  others.  "Thus  the  positive  side  of 
duty  would  be  derived  largely  from  utilitarian  considera- 
tions, while  the  moral  reason  would  simply  urge  us  to  be 
self-consistent.  Kant's  view  thus  approximated  to  that 
developed  in  recent  times  by  Dr.  Sidgwick/' 


CHAPTER  II. 

Will  and  Desire. 

We  have  found  that  the  essential  defect  of  Kant's 
ethical  doctrine  is  its  purely  formal  and  abstract  charac- 
ter. It  takes  merely  an  abstract  view  of  the  nature  of 
the  self — it  is  purely  rational,  and  can  exist  and  act  as 
pure  reason.  Thus,  desires  are  repudiated  as  external 
intruders  which  somehow  come  to  drag  the  self  into 
impure  paths.  So  that  the  law  of  Moral  Reason  is 
merely  the  law  oi  formal  consistency,  just  as  the  laws  of 
Identity  and  Non-contradictjon  are  the  laws  of  formal 
consistency  of  thought.  But  the  human  self  is  never  pure 
reason  whether  theoretical  or  practical.  The  concrete 
self  is  a  unit)' — a  systematic  whole.  It  is  a  rational 
principle  which  acts  and  realises  itself  in  and  through  all 
the  facts  of  our  life.  In  moral  sphere  it  is  the  reason 
which  dictates  an  absolute  and  universal  law  for  the 
guidance  of  our  conducts  determined  by  our  desires  which 
it  itself  makes  in  order  to  realise  the  absolute  Good 
conceived  by  itself  as  the  ultimate  End  r  of  the  universe 
as  a  rational  system.  So  that  the  true  moral  law  is  the 
law  of  the  total  self  which  is  the  unity  of  both  the 
matter  ( i.e.  desires  )  and  ih.e  form  ( i.e.  reason  ). 

Now  to  understand  the  true  nature  of  this  self,  we 
should  throroughly  investigate  the  nature  of  Will  and 
Desire.  Hence  we  should  plunge  ourselves,  for  a  while, 
into  matters  purely  psychological. 
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Will,  and  Desire. 

(i)  Desire  : — To  understand  the  nature  of  desire 
we  should  first  understand  the  roots  out  of  which  desire 
is  developed  by  the  action  of  reason  upon  them;  What 
are  these  roots  of  desire  f  They  are  wants  and  appetites, 
Man  has  a  double  being.  He  is  a  rational  spirit  united 
with  a  physical  organism.  Now,  so  far  as  he  is  a  physical 
being,  like  other  ph5'sical  beings,  that  is,  vegetables  and 
lower  animals,  he  has  wants  and  appetites  arising  out  of 
the  necessity  for  the  preservation  of  life.  Vegetables 
have  wants  only,  which  are  nothing  but  blind  tendencies 
towards  some  ends  the  ■  realisation  of  which  conduces 
to  the  preservation  of  life.  Animals  have  appetites 
which  are  also  blind  tendencies  like  the  wants  ;  but  the 
difference  is  this,  that  while  the  wants  are  unconscious, 
i.  e.  while  vegetables  are  not  conscious  either  of  the 
wants,  or  of  the  ends  towards  which  they  tend,  the  appe- 
tites are,  to  a  certain  extent,  present  to  consciousness,  i.  e. 
animals  are,  to  a  certain  extent,  conscious  of  both  the 
appetites  and  the  ends,  i.  e.  the  objects  which  will  satis- 
fy these  appetites.  Thus,  we  find  that  tiie  distinctive 
characteristic  of  appetite  is  consciousness  which  is  absent 
in  vegetable  want.  The  animal  appetite  is  thus  a  want 
upon  which  the  element  of  consciousness  has  been  super- 
imposed by  the  nature  of  the  animal  which  is  itself 
conscious. 

When  we  pass  to  a  still  higher  stage  of  organic  life, — 
}.  e.  to  man,  we  find  that  another  and  a  higher  element, 
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viz,  that  of  Reason,  is  superimposed  upon  Wants  and 
appetites,  thus  giving  rise  to  what  we  call  human  Desires. 
This  is  therefore  the  process  of  transition  :  vegetables 
have  wants  only  ;  animals  have  both  wants  and  appe- 
tites ;  human  beings  have  wants,  appetites  and  desires. 
Thus,  desires  are  distinctively  human,  (  Prof.  Green  )  j  for 
they  are  absent  in  all  other  beings.  What,  then,  is  a 
desire  ?  In  desires,  "there  is  not  merely  the  consciousness 
.of  an  object  with  an  accompanying  feeling  of  pleasure 
and  pain,  but  also  a  recognition  of  the  object  as  a  good, 
or  as  an  element  in  a  more  or  less  clearly  defined  end. 
The  hunger  of  an  animal  is  different  from  the  mere  want 
of  nutriment  in  a  plant ;  but  the  desire  for  food  in  a  man 
is  scarcely  less  different  from  mere  hunger.  A  man  may 
be  hungry  and  yet  not  desire  food.  In  the  desire  of  food 
there  is  involved,  in  addition  to  the  hunger,  the  represen- 
tation of  the  food  as  an  end  which  it  is  worth  while  to 
secure."  (Prof.  Mackenzie's  Manual  of  Ethics  p.  •j'i).  Thus 
desires  are  the  creatures  of  reason  acting  upon  wants  and 
appetites,  i.  e.  instinctive  impulses,  and  transforming  them 
into  impulses  of  a  quite  new  order  and  quality,  which 
drag  the  will  to  different  ends  conceived  by  reason  it- 
self as  the  means  to  the  realisation  of  the  self. 

Now,  if  this  function  of  reason  is  necessary  for  the 
formation  of  those  desires  which  originate  in  animal 
wants  and  appetites  in  the  sense  that  without  such  wants 
and  appetites  they  would  not  be  at  all,  it  is  far  more  neces- 
sary for  the  origination  of  those  desires  which  are  purely 
human,  i.  e.  which  are  not  dependent  upon  animal  wants 
and  appetites,  but  upon  conditions  possible  only  to  self- 
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conscious  beings.  Tliiis  our  envies^  jealousies,  ambitions, 
benevolence,  partiotism,  not  to  speak  of  our  desires  for 
knowledge,  morality  and  religion,  are  all  in  their  proper 
nature  distinctively  human,  because  all  founded  on  inte- 
rests possible  only  to  rational  beings. 

In  this  way  we  find  that  reason  and  desires  are  closely 
connected  with  one  another.  Desires  are  formed  by 
reason  by  its  action  upon  animal  wants  and  appetites, 
and  upon  purely  human  interests  ;  reason  forms  them, 
because  the  attainment  of  their  objects  satisfies  the 
rational  self.  Hence  reason  and  desires  represent  two 
elements  of  the  self.  To  express  this  truth  in  words  of 
Prof.  Green  : — "The  real  agent  called  desire  is  the  man 
or  self  or  subject  as  desiring  ;  the  real  agent  called  In- 
tellect is  the  man  as  understanding,  as  perceiving,  and' 
conceiving;  and  the  man  that  desires  is  identical  with  the 
man  that  understands.  Yet,  on  the  other  hand,  to  desire 
is  clearly  not  the  same  thing  as  to  understand."  (  Pro- 
legomena to  Ethics,  p.  134  ). 

(2)  "Will  :— What,  then,  is  Will?  What  is  its 
relation  to  Desire  ?  "ButHfit  be  true  that  all  desire  is 
the  act  of  a  subject  which  thinks  in  desiring,  all  thought 
the  act  of  a  subject  which  desires  in  thinking,  what  is  to 
be  said  of  wiUing  ?"  Will  cannot  be  identified  with  de- 
sire, because  it  is  a  common:  fact  that  a  man  has  power 
of  willing  to  resist  all  his  desires,  even  the  strongest,  and 
of  acting  accordingly.  Again,  it  cannot  be  identified 
with  thought  or  intellect,  because  it  is  a  familiar  fact 
that  a  man  may  "know  the  better  and  prefer  the  worse.'' 
These  facts  suggest  two,  important  questions,  viz,   (a) 
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what  is  the  relation  between    Will  and   Desire,  and  (b) 
what  is  the  relation  between  Will  and  Intellect  ? 

(ai  Will  aild:Desire  :— To  understand  the  rela- 
tion between  .will  and  desire,  we  should  first  understand 
what  is  meant  by  the  ''conflict  of  desires",  i.  e.  the  conflict 
in  which  a  man  under  the  influence  of  one  desire  wills  to 
do  what  is  inconsistent  Iwilh  that  which  he  wills  to  do 
under  the  influence  of  another  desire,  at  the  same  ^time. 
Hence  during  such  a  conflict  a  man  wills  to  do  different 
things,  sometimes  .quite  opposite  to  one  anotlier,  at  the 
same  time.  But,  "does  a  man  ever  really  desire,  at  the 
same  time  and  in  the  same  sense,  objects  which  he  recog- 
nises as  incompatible  with  each  other  f'  Is  it  possible 
for  a  man  to  desire  incompatible  objects  at  the  same 
time  and  in  the  same  sense  ?  The  answer  must  be  in 
the  negative.  For  if  by  a  desire  is  meant  that  which 
is  the  result  of  the  action  of  the  rational  self  upon  the 
blind  impulses,  it  is  impossible  for  the  same  self  to  form 
two  incompatible  desires  at  the  same  time.  In  fact,  by 
the  conflict  of  desires  is  meant,  either  the  conflict  of  the 
blind  impulses  of  our  nature,  drawing  us  to  different  ob- 
jects at  the  same  time,  or  the  conflict  of  desires  which  are 
present  to  our  consciousness,  not  simultaneously,  but  in 
rapid  succession  amounting  almost  to  simultaneity.  In 
the  latter  case,  the  conflict  is  truly  the  conflict  of  desires ; 
while  in  the  former  case,  the  conflict  is  not  the  conflict 
of  desires  at  all.  As  tiie  rational  self  of  every  man 
develops  and  consequently  passes  through  different 
grades  of  rationality,  it  is  possible  for  the  same  self  to 
form  incompatible  desires  at  rapidly  succeeding  moments ; 
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or  view  the  same  matter  from  different  standpoints 
whicii  it  may  occupy  alternately  or  almost  simul- 
taneously, giving  rise  to  very  vairioiis  nt^ir'es  in  the  mind 
ill  consequence. 

If  we  take  such  view  of  the  conflict  of  desires,  which 
is  undoubtedly  the  true  view,  it  is  easy  to  see  that  there 
is  no  real  opposition  between  Will  and  Desire.  Will, 
theii,  means  VAe  adoption  of  a  desired  object- — the  identi- 
fication of  the  self's  interests,  dominant  at  the  time, 
with  the  reahsation  of  the  idea  of  an  object  of  a  parti- 
cular desire  in  preference  to  the  s6licitations  of  other 
conflicting  desires.  The  desire,  the  object  of  which  is 
thus  adopted,  is  specially  called  "motive.''  (  see  Prof. 
Green's  Prolegomena  to  Ethics,  p  152) 

This  view  obviates  also  the  difficulties  arising  out  of 
the  so-called  capabiHty  of  Will  to  resist  all  the  desires. 
The  desires  are  formed  from  different  points  of  view  ; 
and  it  is  possible  for  the  Will,  i.  e.  the  rational ;  self,  to 
resist  them  by  forming  a  desire  from  a  still  higher  point 
of  view. 

{b)  Will  and  lutellect ; — We  have  found  above, 
that  the  relation  between  desire  and  reason  or  intellect 
is  a  very  close  one  ;  and  we  have  also  found  that  desire,  ■ 
in  its  true  sense,  is  closely  connected  w^ith  will.  Heiice 
there  is  similarly  close  connection  between  will  and 
intellect.  This  does  not  impl)'  that  they*  are  identical  ; 
they  are  rather  two  distiirct  employments  of  the  mind, 
the  former  being  called  practical  and  the  latter  specula- 
tive. Ill  intellect,  the  work  of  mind  is  directed  to  that 
discovery  of  relations  between   existing   things   which 
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enables  it  to  regard  them  as  one  ;  in  will,  its  work  is  to 
conceive  the  idea  of  an  end  or  object  of  desire,  and  then 
to  proceed  to  realise  it  in  order  to  satisfy  its  dominant 
interests.  Tlie  w\ll  then  is  not  some  distinct  part  of  a 
man,  separable  from  intellect  and  desire,  nor  a  combina- 
tion of  them.  It  is  simply  the  man  himself,  and. only  so 
the  source  of  action.  It  is  the  same  mind  which  wills 
as  well  as.  knows. 

We  may  therefore  conclude  that  Will, -Desire  and 
Intellect  are  three  distinct  but  closely  connected  functi- 
ons of  the  same  mind  and  therefore  neither  of  them  is 
possible  without  the  others.  The  self  is  a  self-cons,cious 
unity,  no  function  of  which  can  be  absolutely  separated 
from  the  I'est. 

We  shall  consider  here  twp  other  important  things, 
viz,  the.relation  between  will  and  character,  and  will  and 
act. 

(i)  Will  and  Character  :.— What  is  char^ct-qr? 
Character  is  commonly  defined  as  that  which  is  consti- 
tuted by  "set  habits  of  will''.  '.'A  character",  said  J.  S. 
Mill,  ''is  a  completely  fashipned  will",  i.e..  will  in  which 
there  is  a  continuous  dominance  of  a  particular  point  of 
view.  Thus  a  good  man  is  ,  one  who  often  acts  from  the 
point  of  view  of  duty  ;  a  bad  man  is  one,  vy'ho. constantly 
acts  from  a  point  of  view  quite  opposite-,to  that  of  Duty. 
A  miser,  is  always  guided  by  a  particular  point ;  of  view,, 
viz,  love  of  money.  A  fanatic  is  one  in  ,  whom  a  parti- 
cular point  of  view  is  so  dpmi^iaut  as  to  exclude  .all 
other  .higher  ,  ppints  of  view.  But  the  character  of  man 
is  not . in. iUl  cases  so  simple.  -It -is  generally  .a. complex 
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structure,  containing  several  points  of  view,  some  of 
which  may  be  incompatible,  and  all  of  which  stand  to 
one  another  in  certain  definite  relations.  The  different 
relations  in  which  they  stand  to  one  another  in  different 
men  constitute  the  differences  of  their  character. 

Now,  it  is  generally  supposed  that  every  man  is  born 
with  a  character.  According  to  this  view,  the  different 
points  of  view  which  constitute  a  character  are  merely 
natural  tendencies  and  inherited  dispo^tions  ;  so  that 
character  is  a  habit  of  will  in  the  sense  that  these  blind , 
impulses  always  determine  the  will  to  act  in  particular 
wa3's,  leaving  no  room  for  any  independent  action  of  the 
will.  How  can  we  reconcile  this  view  of  character 
with  that  set  forth  above  ?  In  this  way  :  These  blind 
impulses  of  our  nature  which  may  be  regarded  as  "given'' 
and  independent  of  will  in  a  sense,  never  remain  what 
they  are  in  a  moral  being  ;  for  they  can  determine  the 
will  to  act  in  so  far  as  the  will  consents  to  be  so  deter- 
mined ;  otherwise  the  resulting  action  will  not  be  volun- 
tary and  therefore  morally  imputable  ;  that  is  to  say, 
they  can  determine  our  voluntary  actions — they  can  be 
desires  or  motives  of  our  voluntary  actions:— in  so  far  as 
they  are  moulded  and  modified  by  the  action  of  will  and 
intellect  upon  them.  Thus,  "character  is  the  acquired 
habit  of  regulating  these  tendencies  in  a  certain  manner, 
in  relation  to  consciously  conceived  ends.  In  other 
words,  character  is  not  something  separate  from  will  and 
acting  upon  it  from  without,  but  is  the  habitual  mode  in 
which  will  regulates  that  system  of  impulses  and  desires 
which,  looked  at  subjectively,  is  the  field  of  its  exercise''. 
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(  Prof  Muirhead's  Elements  of  Ethics,  p.  55.  ) 

Again,  character  never  remahis  fixed  and  static  ; 
it  grows  and  changes  from  moment  to  moment.  So 
that  its  constituent  elements — the  different  points 
of  view — rnever  remain  the  same.  It  passes  through 
different  stages  lower  and  liigher,  and  in  each  stage  it 
contains  one,  or  rather  a  number  of,,  different  points  of 
view  related  to  one  another  in  a  definite  vfay.  Each 
such  stage  may  be  regarded  "a  universe  of  desires." 
"Eact  desire  also  belongs  to  a  particular  universe,  and 
loses  its  meaning  if  we  pass  out  of  that  universe  into 
another.  This  universe  to  which  a  desire  belongs  is  the 
universe  that  is  constituted  by  the  totahty  of  what  we 
call  a  man's  character,  as  that  character  presents  itself 
at  the  time  at  which  tlie  desire  is  felt.  It  is,  in  short, 
the  universe  of  the  man's  ethical  point  of  v\ew  at  the 
moment  in  question."  (  Prof.  Mackenzie's  Manual  of 
Ethics,  p  75  ).  From  this  it  is  evident  that  desire  is 
closely  connected  with  character — it  is  rather  the  inter- 
nal expression  of  character. 

Character  and  Conduct : —The  relation  bet- 
ween character  and  conduct  is  very  important  from  the 
point  of  view  of  Etliics.  A  hot  controversy  has  been 
raised  round  it  between  Necessarianism  or  Determinism, 
and  Libertarianism.  According  to  both  the  relation 
between  character  and  conduct  is  merely  external. 
According  to  the  fromer,  the  relation  is  one  of  cause 
and  effect — the  conduct  as  an  effect  necessarily  follows 
upon  character  as  the  cause  ;  whereas  according  to  the 
latter  the  will   is  capable  of  acting,  in   an   independent 
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line  of  its  own,  without  relation  to  character. 

But  we  have  found  above  that  character  is  the  pro- 
duct of  will^ — it  is  the  set  habits  of  will,  i.  e.  habits  of 
acting  in  particular  ways,  acquired  by  a  series  of  volun- 
tary actions  performed  to  realise  particular  ends.  Thus 
conduct  which  is  the  external  expression  of  will  is  also 
the  external  expression  of  character,  as  desire  or  motive 
is  the  internal  exression  of  it.  Now,  if  conduct  is  the 
external  expression  of  character,  how  i^  it  that  the  same 
character  expresses  itself  in  incompatible  actions  ?  The 
answer  is  this  :  we  have  also  found  that  cliaracter  is  at 
the  same  time  static  and  changeable — it  undergoes  a 
process  of  evotution.  So  far  as  it  is  static,  the  action 
must  be. regarded  as  the  expression  or  embodinient  of 
character.  Only  on  this  supposition  we  can  explain 
moral  responsibilit}^  If  the  action  is  not  the  expression 
of  character  it  is  impossible  to  see  how  a  man:  can  be 
held  accountable  for  his  action.  The  very  possibility  of 
any  moral  imputation  rests  on  the  supposition  that  the 
action  is  the  issue  of  will  and  therefore  of  .cliaracter. 
"Any  other  hypothesis  as  to  the  relation  between  ,  cha- 
racter and  conduct — whether  it  be  that  of  the  deter- 
minist,  who  supposes  action  to  flow  from  previous 
conditions,  as  pliysical  effects  follow  upon  their  causes, 
or  that  of  the  libertarian,  wlio  isolates  the  will  from  cha- 
racter as  a  mysterious  power  of  unmotived  choice — is  in- 
compatible witji  liuman  responsibility.  On  ,  the  former 
hypothesis  a  human  action,  is  only  one  of  a  series  of 
natural  efifectSj  for  which  it  would  be  as  absurd  to  hold 
the  agent  accountable  as  it  would  be   to   hold    the   sun 
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accountable  for  heat  or  the  cloud  for  ram.  On  the  latter 
supposition  acts  of  choice  are  traced  to  an  abstract  force 
or  entity,  coriceiv«d  of  as  without  organic  relation,  to  the 
concrete' self  or  personality  who  alone  can  be  the  sub- 
ject of  moral  censure  or  approval.''  (  Prof.  Muirhead's 
Elements  of  Ethics,  p  56  j. 

Again,  in  so  far  as  it  evolves  and  changes,  all  its  sta- 
ges are  built  up  by  the  activity  of  will,  i.e.  by  the  perfor- 
mance of  a  series  of  voluntary  actions.  Thus,  as  character 
determines  the  will  and  its  activit)'^,  so  will  determines 
character  by  its  activity.  We  have  found  above  tliat 
these  different  stages  of  the  evolving  character  represent 
different"universe  of  desires",  making  the  comflict  and 
incompatibility  of  desires  possible. 

Now  this  organic  relation  between  character  and 
conduct — the  relation  which  makes  action  and  reaction 
between  them  possible,  i.  e.  enables  character  to  deter- 
mine the  nature  of  conduct,  and  conduct,  by  its  reation, 
to  modify  and  affect  character,  thus  making  its  change 
and  evolution  possible,  is  simply  the  essence  of  a  law  of 
evolution  in  general.  Thus  we  find  in  character  two 
elements — one  is  universal  and  permanent,  a'hd  another 
is  particular  and  cliang^abie.  The  former  is  the  rational 
self  itself  which  builds  up  character  by  its  incessant 
activity;  the  latter  is  the  infinite  variety  of  the  stages 
of  the  same  character  which  express  themselves  inter- 
nally in  desires  and  externally  in  overt  actions. 

Character  and  circumstances  :— It  is  held 
by  the  determinists  that  conduct  is  the  joint  result  of 
char^lcter  an'd  circumstances,  i.  e.  character,  as  influenced 
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by  external  circumstances,  determine  the  conduct.  What 
are,  then,  these  circumstances  ?  They  are  held  to  be 
external  forces  or  conditions  which  act  upon  and  in- 
fluence the  will  and  character  in  their  activity.  But 
when  we  examine  closely  into  the  nature  of  these  cir- 
cumstances, we  find  them  to  be  not  wholly  external. 
In  fact,  circumstances  have  no  meaning  without  their 
relation  to  character.  The  so-called  external  circum- 
stances can  determine  our  action  in  so  far  as  they,  agree 
with  character,  i.  e.  are  accepted  by  character  as  the 
suitable  means  of  its  expression.  This  is  the  reason  why 
what  is  a  circumstance  to  one  man,  is  not  a  circumstance 
to  another.  Thus,  a  purse  lying  in  a  lonely  place  is  a 
circumstance  to  a  thief,  because  it  will  influence  his 
character  and  induce  him  to  steal  it  ;  while  it  is  no  cir- 
cumstance to  a  saint,  because,  it  will  not  influence  him 
at  all.  Hence  there  is  no  inconsistency  in  holding  that 
conduct  is  the  joint  result  of  character  and  circumstan- 
ces, if  we  understand  by  circumstances  only  those  exter- 
nal forces  and  conditions  which  have  been,  by  the  reac- 
tion of  character,  made  subservient  to  its  own  expression, 
^b)  Will  and  Act  :— "Will  and  act  are  but  the 
inner  and  outer  side  of  the  same  phenomenon",  i.  e.  the 
concrete  conduct.  But  yet  there  is  a  distinction  between 
'CsYi.mere  will,  i.  e.  intention^  purpose  or  resolution,  and  the 
-carrying  of  it  into  overt  act.  Sometimes  the  will  issues 
in  action  at  once  or  immediately  ;  sometimes  its  carrying 
out  is  postponed  to  a  remote,  future.  In  the  latter  case,  it 
may  fail  to  issue  in  action,  owing  to  the  intervention  of 
other  circumstances  and  considerations.    The  conditions 
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under  which  we  make  a  resolution  may  have  completely 
changed  when  the  time  for  action  comes.  "Thus,  "en- 
terprises of  great  pith  and  moment",  as  well  as  more 
insignificant  designs,  may  be  frustrated  by  a  >  change  of 
universe  ;  and  the  "best  intentions"  or  the  worst,  may 
lead  to  nothing''.  Thus,  there  is  a  great  interval  bet- 
ween a  resolution  and  an  overt  act. 

Though,  thus,  the  will  may  sometimes  fail  to  issue 
in  action,  the  relation  between  the  will  and  act  is  not 
accidental.  When  the  will  issues  in  action  the  nature 
of  the  action  is  completely  determined  by  the  nature  of 
of  the  will.  A  good  will  must  issue  in  a  good  action 
and  conversely,  there  can  be  no  good  action  witiiout  a 
good  will.  The  same  relation  holds  between  a  bad  will 
and  a  bad  action.  Of  course,  it  is  sometimes  found  that  ■ 
a  good  will  issues  in  an  action  which  produces  bad 
results  ;  and  a  bad  will  issues  in  an  action  which  pro- 
duces good  results,  through  the  interference  of  other 
circumstances.  But  we  have  found  that  in  so  far  as  the 
results  of  the  action  are  wholly  determined  by  the  inter- 
ference of  those  circumstances  which  are  entirely  exter- 
nal and  unforeseen,  they  have  no  bearing  upon  the 
goodness  or  badness  of  action.  The  goodness  and  bad- 
ness of  an  action  are  wholly  determined  by  the  goodness 
and  badness  of  the  will  respectively. 

Summary  of  results  :— Reason  and  will  are  two 
distinct,  yet  closely  related  functions  of  the  self — in 
willing  it  reasons,  and  in  reasoning  it  wills.  This  relation 
between  them  is  especially  found  in  the  formation  of 
desire.     Desire,   on  the  one  hand,  is  the  work  of  reason 
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acting  upon  wants,  appetites  and  other  purely  human 
interests  ;  and  on  the  other  hand,  it  becomes  will  when 
its  object  is  definitely  adopted  by  the  self  as  the  means 
of  its  satisfaction.  Character  is  constituded  by  the 
habits  of  willing  the  same  object  or  a  definite  group  of 
.objects.  Will  and  character  are  thus  organically  related. 
They  act  and  react  /upon  each  other.  Will  builds  up 
character  by  forming  habits  of  action  ;  while  character 
as  a  set  of*  habits  reacts  upon  will  and  determines  the 
nature  of  its  activity.  Conduct  has  two  sides — internal 
and  external.  Will  is  its  internal  side  and  overt  act  its 
external.  Thus  act  is  an  issue  of  will ;  but  will  is  deter- 
mined by  character,  so  that  act  also  is  an  expression  of 
character.  It  is  held  by  some  that  act  is  the  joint  result 
of  character  and  circumstances.  This  is  true  only  when 
circumstances  mean  influences  which  agree  with  charac- 
ter. 

We  thus  find  that  the  self  is  an  organic  unity,  of 
which  reason, will,  desire  and  character  are  only  different 
but  closely  connected  functions.  The  same  self  is  pre- 
sent in  each  ;  and  acts  and  realises  itself  according  to 
immutable  laws  of  its  own  nature.  It  is  therefore  impos- 
sible to  separate,  any  one  of  these  functions  absolutely 
from  the  rest. 
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Chapter:  III. 

11.    The  standard  ofan£nd. 

Introduction  :  —We  have  already  found  what  the 
true  nature  of  the  self  is.  The  true  and  concrete  self  is 
the  reason  which  realises  itself  in  and  through  desires. 
Thus  the  self  has  two  sides — reason  and  desire.  Now, 
it  is  possible  to  magnify  the  one  side  and  ignore  or  un- 
dermine the  other.  If  we  emphasize  tlie  rational  side, 
and  ignore  desire,  and  build  up  an  ethical  doctrine  accor- 
dingly, we  get  the  extremely  rationalistic  and  rigoristic 
doctrine  of  Kant.  If,  again,  we  emphasize  the  sentient 
side  of  man  in  which  desire  has  its  root,  and  ignore 
or  undermine  the  rational,  we  get  a  quite  opposite  doc- 
trine.— Hedonism  (  from  Greek  hedone  =  pleasure  ).  But 
we  can  take  reason  and  desire  both  on  equal  terms,  as 
equally  important  aspects  of  the  self  In  short,  we  can 
take  the  self  in  its  organic  unity.  The  ethical  doctrine 
based  upon  this  view  is  called  Perfectionism  (  Hegel, 
Green,  Caird,  Mackenzie,  Muirhead,  &c.  )  or  Eudaemo- 
nism  (  Aristotle,  James  Seth,  &c.  ).  Thus  we  get  three 
fiindamental  ethical  diOctrmQQ— Rationalism  or  Rigorism, 
Hedonism,  and  Perfectionism  or  Eudcemonism.  The 
first  includes  the  common  Intuitiomsm  and  also  the 
higher  Intuitionism  of  Kant,  and  offers  only  the  standard 
of  a  law.  The  other  two  give  us  the  standard  of  an 
end.  We  have  already  dealt  with  the  first  and  now 
proceed  to  deal  with  the  other  two. 
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(A)    The  standard  as  pleasure  or  happi- 
ness.    (  Hedonism.  ) 

(1)  The  general  characteristics  of  Hedo- 
nism : — Hedonism  is  the  general  name  for  those  ethi- 
cal doctrines  which  assert  that  pleasure  ,  or  happiness  is 
the  ultimate  end  of  human  life.  As  we  have  found,  it  is 
directly  based  on  that  view  of  the  self  which  regards  it 
as  essentially  sentient,  confining  the  function  of  reason 
to  that  of  a  servant  which  merely  devises  means  to  the 
satisfaction  of  wants,  : appetites  and  other  impulses  of 
our  nature  which  arise  out  of  its  sensibility.  (  Hume  ). 
Hence  Hedonism  is  also  called  "the  ethics  of  sensibihty". 
In  its  simplest  form.  Hedonism  maintains  that  "conduct 
has  value  in  proportion  to  the  amount  of  pleasure  it  pro- 
duces. One  line  of  conduct  is  good  relatively  to  another 
which,  when  it  is  possible  to  produce  less,  produces  more 
pleasure  ;  that  is  bad  which,  it  being  possible  to  pro- 
duce more,  produces  less  pleasure."  (  Prof  Muirhead's 
Elements  of  Ethics,  p.  99  ).  There  is,  therefore,  no  dif- 
ference in  motive — there  is  only  one  motive  of  action 
possible  to  men,  viz,  desire  for  pleasure.  Thus  the  sin- 
ner and  the  saint  both  are  moved  by  the  same  motive  ; 
and  the  difference  in  their  actions  is  due  to  the  difference 
in  the  amounts  of  pleasure  produced  by  them.  The  ac- 
tion of  the  sinner  is  bad,  because  it  produces  an  amount 
of  pain  far  exceeding  his  own  momentary  pleasure,  to 
himself,  his  family  and  society.  The  action  of  the  saint 
is  good,  because  it  produces  an  amount  of  pleasure  far 
exceeding  any  pain   to  himself,   his  family  and  society. 
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Thus  the  balance  of  pleasure  over  pain  determines  the 
goodiness,  and  the  reverse,  the  badness  of  an  action. 
And  the  degrees  of  goodness  of  actions  are  determined 
by  the  degrees  of  difference  between  the  balances  of 
pleasure  over  pain  produced  by  the  actions.  [Thus  if  one 
action  produces  a  greater  balance  of  plgasure  over  pain 
than  another  action,  the  former  is  better  than  the  latter, 
although  both  of  them  are  good.  Hence  the  worst  ac- 
tion is  that  which  yields  or  tends  to  yield  the  least  pos- 
sible amount  of  pleasure.  The  best  action  is  that  which 
yields  or  tends  to  yield  the  greatest  sum-total  of  pleasure. 

(2)  Classification  of  hedonistic  theories 
— Hedonism  has  assumed  different  forms.  Some  have 
tried  to  base  it  on  the  supposed  psychological  fact  that 
men  naturally  and  always  do  seek  pleasure — the  ultimate 
object  of  human  desire  is  always ipleasure.  This  form  of 
Hedonism  has  been  called  by  Sidgwick  Psychological 
Hedonism.  Some  others,  again,  hold  that  whether  men 
do  naturally  and  always  seek  pleasure  or  not,  they  ought 
always  to  seek  pleasure.  This  form  of  Hedonism  has 
been  called  by  Sidgwick  Ethical  Hedonism.  Again, 
some  maintain  that  what  every  man  naturally  seeks  or 
ought  to  seek  is  his  own  individual  pleasure.  Sidgwick 
has  called  this  form  of  Hedonism  Egoistic  Hedonism. 
Some  others  maintain,  on  the  other  hand,  that  what  a 
man  naturally  seeks,  or  ougnt  to  seek  is  the  pleasure  of 
all  human  beings,  or  even  of  a:ll  sentient  creatures.  This 
view  has  been  called  by  Sidgwick  Universdlistic  Hedo- 
nism, and  by  some,  as  J.  S.  Mill,   Utilitarianism. 

(3)  Psychological  Hedonism  : — Psychologi- 
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Gal  Hedorasm,  as  we  have  fotwid,  is  the  doctrine  that  the 
ifkimate  object  of  desire  is  pleasure.  Nearly]  all  Hedo- 
nists, especially  the  Egoistic  Hedonists  have  with  more 
or  less-  clearness  adopted  this  position.  The  great  mo- 
dern exponents  of  this  doctrine  are  J.  S.  Mill,  and  Dr. 
Bain.  In  his  bjok  on  Utilitarianism  Mill  says  : — "desi- 
ring a  thing  and  finding  it  pleasant,  aversion  to  it  and 
thinking  of  it  as  painful,  are  phenomena  entirely  insepa- 
rable, or  rather  two  parts  of  the  same  phenomenon  ;  in 
stiictiness  of  language,  two  different  modes  of  naming 
til  a  same  psychological  fact  :  that  to  think  of  an  object 
as  desirable  and  to  think  of  it  as  pleasant  are  one  and 
the  same  thing  ;  and  that  to  desire  any  thing,  except  in 
proportion  as  the  idea  of  it  is  pleasant,  is  a  physical  and 
metaphysical  impossibility."  The  gist  of  the  above  evi- 
dently is  that  we  desire  an  object  bscause  it  is  pleasant, 
and  have  aversion  to  an  object  because  it  is  painful  ;  or 
in  other  words,  the  ultimate  object  of  desire  is  pleasure 
and  the  ultimate  object  of  aversion  is  pain. 

The  importance  of  psychological  Hedonism  in  ethics 
seems  to  be  that  "if  it  can  be  shewn  that  each  of  us  in 
acting  does  aim  at  some  pleasure  (  or  absence  of  pain  ) 
to  himself,  the  demonstration  would  at  least  forcibly 
saggest  as  an  ideal  that  he  ought  to  seek  his  own 
greatest  pleasure.  It  is  important  to  observe  tliat  this  is 
merely  a  suggestion.  *  *  *  *;  Still,  though  there  is 
no  cogent  mference  possible  from  the  psychological 
generalization  that  his  own  pleasure  is  what  each  desires, 
to  the  ethical  principle  that  his  own  greatest  pleasure  is 
far  each  the  ultimate   end  at   which   it  .is  reasonable  to 
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aim,  the  iiiind  has  a  natural  tendency  to  pass  from  the 
one  position  to  the  other  ;  since  if  we  once  admit  that 
our  actual  motives  are  always  our  own  pleasures  and 
pains  of  some  kind,  it  seevas' prima  facie  reasonable  to 
be  moved  by  them  in  proportion  to  their  pleasantness 
and  painfulhess,  and  to  choose  the  greatest  pleasure  or 
least  pain  on  the  whole."  (  Sidgwick's  Methods  of  Ethics, 
P  42  ).  It  is  therefore  necessary  to  examine  the  doc- 
trine carefully,  although  it  is  a  doctrine  purely  psycho- 
logical and  has  nothing  to  do  with  ethics,  as  we  shall 
see  later  on. 

Examination  of  Psychological 
Hedonism. 

(a)  It;is  not  true  that  we  always  desire  pleasure. 
We  liave  found  above  that  our  desires  arise  out  of 
wants,  appetites  and  other  purely  human  interests. 
So  that  when  these  wants,  appetites  and  interests  are 
satisfied,  pleasure  follows  as  the  result.  Therefore,  at 
least  in  some  instances,  our  desires  are  directed  towards 
objects  suggested  by  these  wants,  appetites  and  interests, 
not  towards  any  pleasure.  Thus  we  must  have  hunger 
firsit,  then  we  may  have  the  pleasure  of  taking  food  as 
the  consequence.  No  man  can  have  the  pleasure  of 
benevolent  affections,  without  having  them  first  in  his 
mind.  In  fact  this  is  true  of  all  pleasures.  Pleasure  en- 
sues upon  the  satisfaction  of  certain  wants,  and  the  war  ts 
must  be  prior  to  the  satisfaction.  Of  course  when  in 
this  way  we  get  pleasure  we  may  desire  it  for  its  own 
sake  afterwards,     Thus,   after  once  having  :the  pileaaure 
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from  the  satisfaction  of  hunger,  we  may  be  prompted  to 
take  food  merely  for  the  sake  of  pleasure.  These  facts 
clearly  show  that  in  some  instances  we  desire  objects 
other  than  pleasure  and-Vn  some  other  instances  we 
desire  pleasure  for  its  own  sake. 

(b)  Even  when  we  desire  pleasure,,  the  best  way  to 
get  it  is  often  to  forget  it.  If  we  think  too  much  about 
pleasure,  pleasure  escapes  from  us ;  if,  on  the  other  hand, 
we  do  our  duties  disinterestedly — we  direct  our  desires 
towards  objects  other  than  pleasure,  pleasure  would 
come  to  us  of  itself.  "A  certain  degree  of  disinterested- 
ness seems  to  be  necessary  in  order  to  obtain  full  enjoy- 
ment. A  man  who  maintains  throughout  an  epicurean 
mood,  fixing  his  aim  on  his  own  pleasure,  does  not  catch 
the  full  spirit  of  the  chase  ;  his  eagerness  never  gets  just 
the  sharpness  of  edge  which  imparts  to  the  pleasure  its 
highest  zest.  Here  comes  into  view  what  we  may  call 
the  fundamental  paradox  of  Hedonism,  that  the  impulse 
towards  pleasure,  if  too  predominant,  defeats  its  own 
aim."  (  Sidgwick's  Methods  of  Ethics,  p.  47  ).  Though 
this  is  not  so  apparent  in  passive  sensual  pleasures,  it 
is  especially  true  of  all  active  enjoyments.  Mill  has  re- 
cognised this  fact  to  a  certain  extent.  Dr.  Bain  also 
admits  that  it  is  possible,  "for  moments"  to  aim  at  other 
things  than  pleasure. 

(c)  Mill's  doctrine  seems  to  arise  from  the  confusion 
between  "pleasures"  and  "pleasure".  Pleasure  means 
an  agreeable  feeling  or  freeling  of  satisfaction  ;  while 
"pleasures"  means  things  or  objects  which  give  pleasure 
when  they  are  attained.    Now,  when  we  say  that  we 
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always  desire  pleasure,  what  we  neally  mean  to  say  is 
that  we  desire  some  objects  the  attainment  of  which 
gives  us  pleasure.  Thus  anything  that  we  desire  may 
be  said  to  be  a  pleasure — i.  e.  something  that  will  bring 
pleasure,  when  attained.  Therefore,  the  fact  that  we  de- 
sire pleasures,  is  no  evidence  that  we  desire  pleasure. 
(  See,  also  Green's  Prolegomena  to  Ethics,  p.  165  ). 
"A  pleasant  act,  and  an  act  pursuing  pleasure",  says 
Prot.  James,  "are,  in  '  themselves,  two  perfectly  dis- 
tinct conceptions.  It  is  the  confusion  of  pursued  plea- 
sure with  mere  pleasure  of  achievement,  which  makes 
the  pleasure-theorj'  so  plausible  to  the  ordinary  mind." 
In  short,  the  "pleasure  of  pursuit"  is  psychologically 
different  from  the  "pursuit  of  pleasure''. 

(rfl  The  above  considerations  seem  to  decide  the 
case  against  the  hedonists.  Still,  it  may  be  contended 
in  favour  of  the  hedonists  that  these  do  not  conclusively 
prove  that  the  object  of  desire  is  something  entirely  dif- 
ferent from  pleasure.  "For  what  is  the  object  apart 
from  you  ?  It  exists  through  its  relation  to  you — nay,  it 
is  yourself.  What  you  desire  is  not  a  mere  object,  but 
an  object  as  satisfying  yourself,  and  what  moves  you  to 
act  is  the  idea  of  yourself  as  satisfied  in  the  attainment 
of  the  object.  Not  the  object,  but  the  attainment  of 
the  object  by  you — or,  more  strictly  still,  your  self-satis 
faction  in  its  attainment,  is  the  end  that  moves  you  to 
strive  after  it.  And. in  what  can  the  satisfaction  of  the 
self  consist  but  in  a  feeling  of  pleasure"?  The  real  reply 
to  the  above  contention  consists  in  pointing  out  the  fact 
that  the  human  life  is  not  merely  sentient,   and  that  tbo 
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satisfaction  of  tlie  sglf  does  not  consist  in  a  feeling .  of 
pleasure.  The  concrete  self  contains  the  elements  of 
both  reason  and  feeling.  "But  to  detach  feeling  from 
thought,  and  to  say  that  we  pursue  pleasure  only, .  is  as 
unscientific  as  to  detach  thought  from  feeling,  ai^d  to  say 
that  our  active  life  contains  no  element  of  feeling  at  all. 
Life  means  interests  or  focal  points  of  attention,  apper- 
ceptive centres  ;  and  we  can  neither  have  interests  with- 
out a  self  to  feel  them,  nor  evolve  them  out  of  a  merely 
sentient  self."  (  Prof.  Seth's  'A  study  of  Ethical  princi- 
ples", p.  74  ). 

^4)  Ethical  Hedonism  : — Ethical  Hedonism^ 
on  the  other  hand,  is  the  doctrine  that  we  ought  to  seek 
pleasure,  or  more  precisely,  the  greatest  amount  of  plea- 
sure. Now,  is  there  any  connection  between  these  two 
forms  of  Hedonism  ?  Can  we  show  that  Ethical  Hedo- 
nism is- based  upon,  or  can  be  derived  from  Psychologi- 
cal Hedonism  ?  The  answer  must  be  in  the  negative. 
For  Psychological  Hedonism  simply  states  a  psycholo- 
gical fact — it  states  what  is  ;  whereas  Ethical  Hedonism 
states  what  ought  to  be.  There  is  a  very  wide  difference 
between  is  and  ought — a  fact  and  an  ideal.  Hence 
there  is  no  necessary  transition  from  the  one  to  the 
other.  Even  if  it  be  regarded  as  true  that  we  naturally 
and  always  do  seek  pleasure,  there  would  be  no  point  in 
saying  that  we  ought  to  seek  it,  and  it  would  be  absurd 
to  say  that  we  ought  to  seek  the  pleasure  of  othqj$,  un- 
less we  can  show  that  it  is  coincident  with  our  own.  As 
we  have  found  above,  our  natural  inclination  may  sug- 
•gest  that   we  ought   to  satisfy  it.     but   this  is   merely  a 
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suggestion  ;  and  there  is  no  reasonable  transition  from 
tlie  one  to  the  other. 

Mill  has  tried  to  base  his, ethical  hedonism  upon  psy- 
chological. "The  only  proof,"  says  Mill^  "capable  of 
being  given  that  an  object  is  visible,  is  that  people  actu- 
ally see  it.  The  only  proof  that  a  sound  is  audible,  is 
that  people  hear  it.  In  like  manner,  I  apprehend,  the 
sole  evidence  it  is  possible  to  produce  that  anything  is 
desirable,  is  that  people  do'actually  desire  it."  The  gist 
of  this  argument  is,  as  seeing  is  the  evidence  of 
visibility  and  hearing  the  evidence  of  audibility, 
so  desiring  is  the  evidence  of  desirability.  But  really 
there  is  no  analogy  between  the  first  and  the  second  part 
of  this  argument.  "Visibility"  means  capability  of  being 
seen  ;  and  "audibility"  means  capability  of  being  heard  ; 
but  "desirability"  does- not  mean  capability  of  being  de- 
sired ; — it  really  means  what  ought  to  be  desired.  Hence 
Mill's  argument  involves  the  fallacy  of  confusion. 

Thus  we  find  that  Ethical  Hedonism  cannot  be  based' 
on,  or  derived  from  Psychological  Hedonism.  The  for- 
mer, therefore,  does  not  stand  or  fall  with  the  latter.  It 
is  an  independent  theojy,  and  is  not  affected  at  all  by 
the  truth  or  falsehood  of  the  latter. 

What  does  then  Ethical  Hedonism  precisely  mean  ? 
Does  it  simply  say  we  ought'  to  seek  pleasure  ?  If  so, 
it  would  certainly  be  a  very  vague  and  indefinite  theory. 
Becau^we  may  find  pleasure  by  acting  in  the  most  con- 
tradictory ways^  so  that  it  would  give  us  no  definite-  cr;- 
terion  of  right  and  wrong  in  conduct.  But  if  we  say 
that  we  ought  to  seek  the  greatest  amount  of  pleasure. 
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there  would  be  a  definite  criterion  by  means  of  which 
we  can  easi^  ascertain  what  definite  line  of  action  would 
give  such  amount.  Hence  Ethical  Hedonism,  to  be  a 
consistent  and  practicable  doctrine,  will  definitely  state 
that  we  ought  to  seek  the  greatest  amount  of  pleasure, 
or  more  precisely,  the  greatest  surplus  of  pleasure  over 
pain.     (  See,  above,  sec.  i.  ) 

Now,  how  can  we  estimate  the  greatest  amount  of 
pleasure  ?  In  estimating  the  amount  of  pleasure  we 
should  take  into  account. at  least  two  points — viz,  inten- 
sity and  duration.  We  prefer  some  pleasures  to  other, 
because  they  are  more  intense,  or  last  longer.  Pains 
also  should  be  taken  into  account  ;  for  the  result  of  an 
action  is  never  wholly  pleasurable,  or  wholly  painfull, 
but  is  always  a  mixture  of  pleasure  and  pain.  Pain 
should  be  regarded  as  the  opposite  of  pleasure,  that  is 
to  say,  if  pleasure  be  regarded  /osiVzwe,  pain  should  be 
regarded  negative  ; — if  pleasure  be  represented  by  +  cc, 
pain  should  be  represented  by— .1;.  So  that  our  end 
should  be  to  secure  the  greatest  sum  of  pleasures,  or  the 
smallest  sum  of  pains. 

There  are  two  forms  of  Ethical  Hedonism — Egoistic 
and  Universalistic.  We  now  proced  to  consider  them 
in  detail  one  by  one. 

^l)  Egoistic  Hedonism  :— The  essential  gist  of 
Egoistic  Hedonism  is  that  each  man  auglit  to  seek  the 
greatest  amount  of  his  own  individual  pleasure^  The 
typical  representatives  of  this  doctrine  in  its  pure  form 
were  the  Charvakists,  the  Cyrenaics  and  the  Epicureans 
in  ancient,   and  Hobbes  and  Gassendi  in  modern  times. 
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(i)  Charvakism  : — Charvakism  seems  to  be  the 
most  extreme  form  of  Hedonism,  The  whole  doctrine 
may  be  summarised  in  the  following  verse  : 

"While  life  is  yours,  live  joyously  ; 

None  can  escape  Death's  searching  eye.: 

When  once  this  frame  of  ours  they  burn, 

How  shall  it  e'er  again  return  ?'' 
Therefore,  "the  only  end  of  man  is  enjoyment  produ- 
ced by  sensual  pleasures."  If  it  be  said  that,  as  all 
pleasures  are  always  mixed  up  with  some  kind  of  pain, 
they  should  not  be  pursued  at  all,  the  reply  would  be 
that,  it  is  our  wisdom  to  enjoy  as  much  pleasure,  and 
to  avoid  as  much  pain,  as  we  can.  It  is  not  therefore 
expedient  to  reject  pleasures  which  our  nature  instinc- 
tively seeks,  simply  because  they  are  accompanied  by 
pains.  So  that  if  any  one  is  so  timid  as  to  forsake  a 
visible  pleasure,  he  would  be  as  foolish  as  a  beast. 
Hence  "eat,  drink,  and  be  merry"  is  the  Charvakist's 
ideal  of  life. 

(ii)  Pure  Hedonism  or  Cyrenicisiu  : — Accor- 
ding to  the  Cyrenaics,  the  chief  and  only  good  of  life  is 
pleasure  ;  all  pleasures  are  similar  in  quality  ;  they 
differ  only  in  intensity  or  degree.  It  is  useless  to  take 
into  account  the  future  pleasure.  We  are  creatures  of 
the  moment  and  should  make  the  most  of  each  moment 
before  it  passes  away — we  should  "guard  the  interests  of 
the  mament."  Therefore,  not  the  prudence  as  t©ught 
by  Socrates,  but  a  reckless  and  unconditional  surrender 
to. the  pleasures  of  the  moment,  is  the  true  law  of  life. 
If  so,  then,  it  is  our  duty  to  hve  in  the  moments,   trying 
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to  get  as  much  gratification  as  possible.  "A  life-  of 
feeling,  pure  and  simple,  heedless  and  unthinking^  un- 
disturbed by  reason, — such  is  the  Cyrenaic  ideal/' 

But  the  Cyrenaics  were  unable  to  keep  their  self- 
consistency  in  the  statement  of  their  doctrine.  "An 
ethics  of  pure  sensibility,  an  absolute  Hedonism  is  im- 
possible." The  good  of  a  being  who  is  both  rational 
and  sentient  cannot  be  mere  sentient.  Consequently, 
they  were  compelled  to  admit  that  prudence  is  essential 
to  the  attainment  of  pleasure.  A  man  must  .have  per- 
fect self-control,  so  that  he  may  be  the  possessor  of 
pleasures  without  being  possessed  by  them.  Aristippus, 
the  founder  of  the  school,  went  even  so  far  as  to  assert 
that,  "it  was  in  the  calm,  resolute,  skilful  culling  of  such 
pleasures  as  circumstances  afforded  from  moment  to 
moment,  undisturbed  by  passions,  prejudices,  or  super- 
stition, that  he  concieved  the  quality  of  wisdom  to  be 
exhibited."     (  Sidgwick's  History  of  Etliics,  p  32  ).  • 

(iii)    Modified  Egoism  or  Epicureanism  :— 

Epicurus,  the  founder  of  the  school,  took  up  the  prin- 
ciple of  Aristippus  that  pleasure  is  a  positive  good  and 
the  only  ultimate  good  ;  and  that  all  life  and  activity, 
if  rightly  directed,  will  have  pleasure  for  its  End  ;  that 
no  pleasure  is  to  be  rejected  unless  it  is  followed  by 
painful  consequences,  and  no  pain  is  to  be  chosen  except 
as  a  means  to  pleasure  ;  and  that  all  virtuous  conduct 
(  of  the  Stoics  )  and  speculative  activity  (  of  Aristotle  )  are 
useless  except  in  so  far  as  they  contribute  to  the  happi- 
ness of  the  agent's  life. 
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But  he  differs  from  the  Cyrenaics  in  these  :  — 

(a)  He  maintains  that  there  is  distinction  of  quality 
aiflong  pleasures.'  All  pleasures  are  not  equally  good, 
and  may  be  divided  into  higher  and  lower  according;  to 
their  permanence  and  bearing  on  the  sum-total  of  the 
agent's  happiness — most  pleasures  being  productive, 
more  or  less,  of  pain  by  constrast  or  reaction.  True 
ethical  wisdom  will  cpnsist  in  the  selection  of  those 
which  are  most  permanent,  and  leave  no  evil  conse- 
quences behind.  Hence,  while  Aristippus  was  for  c\\\- 
tivnting  the  enyoy?nents  0/ the  senses,  Epicurus  attached 
chief  importance  to  the  intellectual  pleasures  of  thought, 
imagination,  art,  friendship,  &c.,  and  insisted  on  the  res- 
triction of  sense-pleasures  as  resulting  in  greater  pain 
than  happiness  in  the  end. 

(b)  He  holds,  again,  that  the  greatest  happiness  on 
the  whole  consists,  hot  in  the  number  of  positive  gratifi- 
cations (  which  are  generally  productive  of  greater  pain 
than  happiness  ),  but  in  the  absence  or  prevention  of 
pain  ;  and  that,  therefore,  the  efforts  of  the  wise  man 
should  be  directed,  not  to  the  production  of  enjoyment, 
but  to  the  alienation  or  prevention  of  pain,  and  hence — 

(c)  His  important  principle  is  that  the  greatest 
happiness  is  to  be  attained  not  by  increasing  the  number 
and  strength  of  our  wants  and  desires  in  order  that  we 
may  have  a  greater  amount  of  enjoyment  (  Aristippus  ), 
because  such  desires  cannot  always  be  gratified,  or  their 
gratifications  lead  always  to  greater  pain,  so  that  the 
misery  of  unsatisfied  desires  and  painful  consequences 
far  outweighs  all  the  possible  enjoyments,  but  by  making 
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the  greatest  possible  reduction  of  tliem — not  by  multi- 
plying, but  by  diminisliing  them,  so  that  their  gtatifica- 
tions  may  be  more  keen  and  attended  with  less  pain- 
ful reaction. 

The  above  principles  are  evidently  founded  on — 

[d)  The  view  that  the  normal  and  natural  life  is  it- 
self essentially  pleasurable  ;  that  happiness  is  the  nor- 
mal and  natural  state  and  pain  only  an  accidental  and 
occasional  interruption  which  may  be,  to  a  great  extent, 
avoided  ;  and  that  real  happiness  does  not  consist  in 
continuous  and  violent  artificial  gratification  of  the 
senses,  but  in  the  exercise  and  enjoyment  of  vigorous 
and  healtliy  bodily  life  and  mental  activity  free  from 
pain.  Tills  view  is  evidently  opposed  to  the  pessimistic 
view  that  pain  is  the  positive  and  normal  state,  and 
pleasure  only  temporary  reliel. 

Hence  his  reply  to  the  Cynic  and  Stoic  argument 
that  pleasure  is  unattainable  or  self  destructive  (  viz,  by 
reaction  l,or  depends  on  mere  relief  from  pain,  would  be 
that  a  continuous  series  of  violent  gratifications  will  in- 
deed defeat  their  own  purpose,  but  that  the  calm  happi- 
ness which  consists  in  well-regulated  activity  free  from 
pain  is  more  or  less  attainable.     And  hence  his — 

{e)  Theory  of  Happiness  is  that  it  consists, 
not  in  the  artificial  gratification  of  the  senses,  -but  in  the 
calm,  healthy  and  normal  state  of  mind  which  accom- 
panies well-directed  activity  and  freedom  form  pain  ; 
and  the  object  of  philosopliy  is  to  show  how  pam  may 
be  avoided  and  the  life  of  calm  and  healthy  content- 
ment may  be  realised. 
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(iv)  Hobbism  : — Hobbes'  hedonism  is  directly  based 
upon  his  psychological  theory  that  every  creature  natu- 
rally seeks  its  own  pleasure,  because  what  is  pleasu- 
rable is  self-preservative  j  and  that,  therefore,  the  only 
natural  end  and  rule  of  conscious  action  to  every  crea- 
ture will  be  its  own  pleasure,  because  pleasure  is  the 
index  or  means  of  self-conservation.  Indirectly,  his  ethi- 
cal doctrine  grew  and  developed  together  with  his 
theory  of  the  origin  of  Society  and  Government.  Men 
were  originally  in  the  ''State  of  Nature''  in  which  every 
individual,  following  the  "natural  law"  or  tendency  of 
his  own  nature  (i.  e.  his  own  pleasure  and  preservation) 
insisted  on  his  own  "natural  rights"  which  included 
every  thing  needed  for  his  own  preservation  and  plea- 
sure. But  in  this  way  different  individuals  would  have 
equal  natural  rights  to  the  same  things  and  conted  for 
them,  so  that  the  "State  of  Nature''  was  a  state  of  war- 
fare. But  they  found  at  length  that  insisting  on  their  na- 
tural rights  in  this  way  defeated  its  own  purpose  by  mak- 
ing them  live  in  continual  fear,  strife  and  danger.  Hence 
they  were  constrained  to  make  peace  and  enter  into  a 
contract  with  each  other  by  which  they  agreed  to  resign 
their  natural  rfghts  into  the  hands  of  a  common  arbiter 
who  would  dispense  them  according  to  his  own  best  judg- 
ment for  the  common  good.  This  is  the  "Social  con- 
tract" by  which  the  "State  of  Nature''  was  suspended, 
and  Society  and  Goverment  were  constituted,  implying 
that  men,  for  the  sake  of  peace  and  security,  resigned 
their  natural  rights  to  an  arbiter  or  governor  and  pled- 
ged themselves  to  obey  what  rules   and   accept  what 
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rights  the  Government  may  assign  to  them,  while  the 
governor  was  vested  with  power  to  enforce  the  submission 
of  the  refractory  individuals  by  punishment.  So  that 
the  original  law  of  nature  was  now  superseded  by  social 
and  P&litical  Law. 

This  theory  about  the  origin  of  society  and  Govern- 
ment has  modified  Hobbes'  ethical  theory  in  this  way  : 
Though  the  sole  end  of  individual  is  his  own  pleasure, 
yet  the  standard  of  this  pleasure  differs  according  as  we 
live  in  the  "state  of  Nature,"  or  in  the  "state  of  Society." 
In  the  "state  of  Nature"  it  is  the  same  as  the  end,  viz, 
the  happiness  of  self,  or  the  "law  of  Nature"  in  the 
sense  that  the  "law  of  Nature''  for  each  individual  is  to 
seek  his  own  preservation  and  happiness.  In  the  "state 
0/ Socze/y,"  or  after  the  "Social  contract"  by  which  the 
"law  of  Nature' '  has  been  suspended,  it  is  the  will  of  the 
legislator  or  Governor.  Hence  in  the  social  state  it  is  the 
Government  that  determines  what  is  right  and  what  is 
wrong.  But  it  is  to  be  observed  that  though  the  will  of 
the  State  is  the  standard,  the  happiness  of  the  self  is  still 
the  end,  because  the  individual  obeys  the  will  in  order  to 
avoid  the  pains  of  punishment.  And  in  actions,  .not 
preiscribed  by  law,  the  original  impulse  of  nature  holds 
good,  and  each  seeks  naturally  only  his  own  pleasure. 
Hence  even  such  apparently  unselfish  emotions,  as  sym- 
pathy, benevolence,  parental  affections.  &c.  are  ex- 
plained egoistically.  In  short,  the  theoretical  basis  of 
Hobbism  is  *'the  principle  of  egoism,  that  it  is  natural, 
and  so  reasonable,  for  each  individual  to  aim  solely  at 
his  own  preservation  or  pleasure  ;   while,  for  practically 
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determining  the  particulars  of  duty   it  makes  morality 
entirely  dependent  on  positive  law  and  institution/' 

(v)    The  nature  of  the  ultimate  End  of  life 
according  to  Hinduism  :— According  to   nearly 
all  the  Hindu  philosophy  the  ultimate  end  of  life  is,  not 
the  attaiment  of  any  positive   pleasure,  or  any  pleasant 
life,  which  is  impossible  in   this  world,   but  the  absolute 
liberation  from  pain,   althongh   they   differ  in  respect  of 
method  which   should   be   adopted   to   attain  that  end. 
The   Sankhya   philosophy,   the  more  advanced  than  all 
other,   perhaps   excepting  the    Veddnta,  maintains  that 
this  ultimate  end  can  be  attained   by   obtaining  the  true 
knowledge  of  the  nature  of  the  Self  { purusha  )  and  the 
the  not-self  ( prakriti ),   and  of  their  reciprocal  relation  ; 
and  our  duty  consists  in  subduing   or   rather  suppressing 
the  not-self,   and   all   desires  and  passions   consequent 
upon  its  action  on    the  self.    The    Vedanta  philosophj'-, 
as  interpreted  by   Sankara  seems  to   agree  with   this 
view,  and  enjoins  us  to  renounce  the  world  and  suppress 
all  passions  and  desires  excited  by  it  including  our  phy- 
sical organism,  because   they   are  the  limitations  which 
bind  the  soul  and  obstruct'  its  liberation   from  the  bond- 
age of  the  flesh  and  blood.    But  the  Veddnta  philosophy 
as  interpreted  by  others,   as  Rdmdnuja  and  Nimbarka, 
holds  a  eudaemonistic  view  with   regard  to  the  ultimate 
end  of  life.     (  See.  below,  "Eudaemonism"  ).  But  all  the 
Sanhitas  and  Brahmanas,   on  the  other  hand,  maintain 
that  the  ultimate  end  of  life  is  the  attainment  of  pleasure 
or  happiness  here  or  hereafter,   and  the  means,   which 
should  be  adopted   for  that  purpose,   is  the  observance 
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of  those  rites  which  are  enjoind  in  the  Sastras.  Jaimim's 
Mimdnsd  philosophy  is  an  attempt  to  show  the  rationale 
of  such  Hedonism. 

Critical  examination  of  Egoistic  Hedo- 
nism :— 

(i)  Egoistic  Hedonism,  at  least  in  its  pure  form,  is 
always  repulsive  to  our  moral  consciousness  ;  and  for 
this  reason  it  has  heen  entirely  abandoned  now-a-days  as 
a  distinct  and  independent  theory.  It  is  directly  based 
upon  Psychological  Hedonism,  and  rests  specially  on 
the  confusion  that  because  the  satisfaction  of  every  end 
of  our  life  is  followed  by,  pleasure,  pleasure  should  be 
regarded  as  the  sole  end  of  our  life.  "Here,  again,  there- 
fore, to  say  that  we  oqght  to  seek  pleasures  is  not  to 
say  that  we  ought  to  seek  pleasure." 

(ii)  In  recent  times  Dr.  Sidgwick  has  tried  to  give 
this  doctrine  a  plausible  appearance  and  gone  even  so  far 
as  to  hold  that  it  is  an  inevitable  element  in  a  complete 
system  of  ethics.  His  argument  is  this  :  when.  we. 
calmly  and  coolly  Treflect  upon  the  ultimate  nature  of 
the  eijd  of  hfe,  we  find  that  the  only  thing  that  we  can 
reasonably  seek — that  we  can  regard  as  desirable  in  itself 
-^is,  pleasure.  Pleasure  being  thus  the  :only  desirable 
thing,  the.  greatest  pleasure  must  be  the  most  desirable.. 
Hence  the  pleasure  which,  has  greater  intensity  and 
duration  than  another  is  to  be  preferred  ;  and  in  esti-; 
mating  the  value  of  pleasure  we  should  take  into  consi- 
deration also  the  past  and  future  pleasures  regardhig 
theni;  as  of  equal  value  with  the  present  one.  (See,.' 
Metb.ods  of  Ethics,  Book  HI.  Chap.  XIV,  §5  ). 
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The  above  argument,  it  is  evident,  is  based  on  the 
supposition  that  pleasure  is  the  only  desirable  thing — 
pleasure  is  the  only  thing  that  we  ought  to  desire.  But 
we  have  found,  from  the  examination,  of  Psychological 
Hedonism  (  c  and  d  ),  and  we  shall  find  in  the  sequel, 
that.this  view  is  untenable. 

(iii)  The  Egoistic  Hedonism  fails  to  account  for  the 
distinction  between  what  is  and  what  ought  to  be,  i.  e. 
it  fails  to  account  for  the  morality  of  an  action.  Accor- 
ding to  this  theory,  an  action  is  moral  when  it  follows 
the  greatest  pleasure  ;  and  the  greatest  pleasure,  being 
always  the  strongest  motive,  must  always  prevail.  So 
that  the  action  must  always  be  moral,  and  cannot  be 
any  thiiig  else.  Consequently,  all  human  action  is,  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  moral,  and  every  man  is  as  moral  as  it  is 
possible  for  him  to  be.  What  h&ought  to  be,  he  always 
is.  "If  the  'two  sovereign  masters  pain  and  pleasure 
'determine  what  we  shall  do',  it  is  hardl}'^  necessary  for 
them  also  'to  point  out  what  we  ought  to  do*"  The 
distinction  between  is  and  ought  to  be  being  thus  aboli- 
shed, the  latter  phrase  should  be  expunged  from  the 
vocabulary  of  the  hedonist. 

(iv)  -  If  we  follow  the  maxim  of  the  Egoistic  Hedo- 
nism we  cannot  maintain  a  uniform  standard  of  mora- 
lity. It  is  a  well  known  fact  that  every  man  differs 
from  another  in  respect  of  his  susceptibility  for  pleasure 
and  pain.  What  is  a  pleasure  to  one  man  is  a  pain  to 
another,  and  vice  versa.  Stealing,  for  instance,  is  plea- 
surable to  a  thief,  but  painful  to  an  honest  man.  Again, 
what  is  most  pleasurable  to  one  is  least,  or  far  less, 
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pleasurable  to  another.  Such  being  the  case,  each  man 
will  have  a  standard  of  his  own,  i.  e.  each  man's  stan- 
dard will  differ  from  another's  ; — what  will  be  right  to 
one,  will  be  wrong  to  another,  and  vice  versa.  Thus 
stealing,  being  most  pleasant  to  a  thief  M'ill  be  right  to 
him,  and  being  most  painful  to  an  honest  man,  will  be 
wrong  to  him. 

So  that  the  abolition  of  the  uniformity  of  the  stan- 
dard of  morality  involves  necessarily  the  abolition  of 
morality  itself. 

The  above  considerations  plainly  show  that  the  Ego- 
istic Hedonism  has  no  legs  to  stand  on  as  a  theory  of 
morals  ;  it  is  rather  a  plain  statement  of  a  fact  ( though 
it  is  not  true  ),  not  an  ideal, — of  what  is,  not  what 
should  be.  It  should,  therefore,  be  rejected  as  a  distinct 
and  independent  theory. 


CHAPTER    IV. 

Universalistic  Hedonism.  (  Old  form  ). 

^11)  Transition  to  Universalistic  Hedoni- 
sm : — We  have  found  that  the  position  of  Egoistic  He- 
donism is  untenable  mainly  for  two  reasons  ; — (a)  that  it 
is  directly  based  upon  Psychological  Hedonism  which 
is  not  true  ;  and  (b)  that  there  is  no  logical  transition 
from  the  latter  to  the  former.  We  have  also  found  that 
the  general  tenor  of  ancient  Hedonism,  both  Indian  and 
Greek,  is  egoistic  ;  so  also  is^the  case  with  modern  Eng- 
lish Hedonism  as  started  by  Hobbes.  Hut  there  is  one 
essential  difference  between  ancient  and  modern  Hedo- 
nism :  the  former  is,  in  its  most  developed  form,  mainly 
pessimistic,  while  the  latter  is  positively  optimistic  ; — 
the  one  teaches  that  the  ultimate  end  of  life  is  the  abso- 
lute liberation  from  pain,  while  the  other  preaches  that 
it  is  the  attainment  of  positive  pleasure.  A  further  mo- 
dification has  been  introduced  into  the  hedonistic  stand- 
point in  modern  times  mainly  by  Hume,  Bentham  and 
J.  S.  Mill.  The  old  standpoint  is  individualistic,  the  mo- 
dern is  socialistic  or  unwesalistic  ; — "the  greatest  happi- 
ness of  the  individual"  is  the  motto,  according  to  the  one, 
and  "the  greatest  happiness  of  the  greatest  number"  is 
the  motto,  according  to  the  other.  This  shifting  of  the 
standpoint  from  the  individual  to  society — from  the  units 
or  parts  to  the  whole—  firom  the  particular  to  the  general 
—is  the  most  characteristic  feature  of  modern  Hedonism, 
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For  these  reasons  it  has  been  called  b)'^  Dr.  Sidgwick 
Universalistic  Hedonism,  and  by  J.  S.  Mill,  Utilitaria- 
nism, though  the  latter  name  is  not  so  appropriate. 
Mill's  statement  of  this  forni  of  Hedonism  being  most 
adeqiiate,  a  summary  of  it  is  given  below. 

(1)  Universalistic  Hedonism  or  Utilita- 
rianism : — We  shall  direct  our  attention  especially  to 
two  important  points  in  Mill's  doctrine.  Mill  has  intro- 
duced two  essential  modifications  into  the  hedonistic 
view-point.  In  the  first  place,  he  has  introduced  a  new 
criterion  of  morality,  and  in  the  second  place,  he  has 
introduced  qualitative  differences  in  pleasures  in  opposi- 
tion to  his  predecessors,  Hume  and  Benthan.  We  shall, 
.  therefore,  summarise  his  views  mainly  on  these  two 
points. 

(a)  His  new  Criterion  : — As  opposed  to  the 
egoistic  hedonists  Mill  maintains  "that  the  happiness 
which  forms  the  utilitarian  standard  of  what  is  right  in 
conduct,  is  not  the  agent's  own  happiness,  but  that  of 
all  concerned.  As  between  his  own  happiness  and  that 
of  others,  utilitarionism  requires  him  to  be  as  strictly  im- 
partial as  a  disinterested  and  benevolent  spectator.  In 
the  golden  rule  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth,  we  read  the  com- 
plete spirit  of  ethics  of  utility.  To  do  as  one  would  be 
done  by,  and  to  love  one's  neighbour  as  oneself  consti- 
tute the  ideal  perfection  of  utilitarian  morality."  (  Uti. 
litarianism.  Chap.  II.  pp.  24 — 25  ).  This  formula  had 
already  been  enunciated  by  Bentham  in  the  following 
way  :  "Each  to  count  for  one,  and  no  one  for  more  than 
one".    Again,  as  mere  happiness   cannot  constitute  the 
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criterion  of  right,  because  a  man  may  feel  ha})pihess, 
by  acting  in  contradictory  ways,  Mill  observes  that  the 
"standard  is  not  the  agent's  own  greatest  happiness^  but 
the  greatest  amount  of  happiness  altogether",  i.  e.  happi- 
ness of  all  human  beings,  or  even  of  all  sentient  creatures. 
(Ibid,  p.  16.)  Now,  if  it  is  asked  what  is  meant  by 
happiness,  his  answer  is  :  "By  happiness  is  intended 
pleasure,  and  the  absence  of  pain  ;  by  unhappiness,  pain, 
and  the  privation  of  pleasure."     (  Ibid,  p.  10.  ). 

The  proof  of  the  criterion  :— Now,  an  impor- 
tant question  suggests  itself:  what  is  the  proof  of  the 
criterion  ?  How  can  we  show  that  the  true  and  ulti- 
mate criterion  of  right  is  the  "greatest  happiness  of  the 
greatest  number"  ?  Mill  offers  the  following  proof : 
"No  reason  can  be  given  why  the  general  happiness  is 
desirable  except  that  each  person,  so  far  as  he  believes  it 
to  be  attainable,  desires  his  own  happiness.  This,  how- 
ever, being  a  fact,  we  have  not  only  all  the  proof  which 
the  case  admits  of,  but  all  which  it  is  possible  to  require, 
that  happiness  is  a  good  :  that  each  person's  happiness 
is  a  good  to  that  person,  and  the  general  happiness, 
therefore,  a  good  to  the  aggregate  of  all  persons.  Happi- 
ness has  made  out  its  title  as  one  of  the  ends  of  conduct, 
and  consequently  one  of  the  criteria  of  morality."  (  Uti- 
litarianism, chap.  iv.  p.  53  )  He  then  goes  on  to  prove 
that  happiness  is  the  only  good  by  showing  that  all 
other  goods,  which  people  are  found  to  desire,  are  really 
means  to  happiness,  but,  having  acquired,  by  association, 
all  the  interests  felt  for  happiness,  have  come  to  be 
Regarded  as  distinct  goods. 

.8 
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The  sanction  of  the  criterion  :— Anothei;  im- 
portant question  is  :  What  is  the  sanction  of  the  crite- 
rion ?  Wiiy  am  I  obliged  to  adopt  it  as  the  guiding 
principle  of  my  life  ?  Or  to  state  the  question  in  the 
words  of  Mill  himself  :  "Why  am  I  bound  to.  promote 
the  general  happiness  ?  If  my  own  happiness  lies  in 
something  else,  why  may  I  not  give  that  the  preference  ?" 
How  can  egoism  and  altruism  be  reconciled  ?  Mill's 
answer  is  this  :  There  are  "sanctions  of  morality"  which 
are  reasons,  motives  or  persuasives  to  altruistic  con- 
duct ;  or  more  explicitly,  which  ''include  the  pleasures 
which  are  the  persuasives  to  conformity,  as  well  as  the 
pains  which  act  as  deterrents  from  disobedience  to  moral 
law."  These  sanctions  are  either  external  or  internal. 
The  external  sanctions,  as  stated  by  Bentham,  are  four, 
viz, — the  physical,  the  political,  the  ,  social,  and  the 
religious. 

(i)  The  physical  sanction  is  constituted  by  the  physi- 
cal pains  which  result  from  the  disregard  of  natural  laws, 
such  as  the  laws  of  health,  &c.  For  instance,  it  is  a 
law  of  nature  that  we  should  satisfy  the  appetites  mode- 
rately ;  if  we  violate  it  by  their  over-indulgence,  the 
^violation  is  followed  by  pains.  The  idea  of  these  pains 
deters  the  people  from  disobeying  those  laws,  when 
they  are  prompted  to  do  so. 

(ii)  The  political  sanction  consists  of  those  pains 
which  follow  upon  the  penalties  inflicted  by  the  autho- 
rity, direct  or  indirect,  of  the  sovereign  in  the  case  of 
violation  of  the  laws  of  the  state  ;  and  also  of  the  plea- 
sures that  arise  from  the  rewards  and  honours  bestowed 
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upon  the  benefactors  of  society.  The  idea  of  these  pains 
deters  the  people  from  violating  the  laws  which  are 
nothing  but  the  general  statements  of  the  social  wel- 
fare ;  and  the  idea  of  these  pleasures  prompts  them  to 
perform  actions  that  are  beneficial  to  society. 

Uii)  The  social  sanction  includes  those  pleasures 
which  arise  from  respect,  gratitude,  honour,  &c. 
bestowed  upon  the  individuals  by  the  public  entertain- 
ing favourable  opinion  about  their  beneficial  deeds  ; 
and,also  those  pains  of  disgrace  that  are  caused  by  the 
unfavourable  public  opinion  about  their  misdeeds.  The 
idea  of  these  pleasures  persuades  them  to  perform  those 
actions  which  are  benificial  to  society  ;  and  the  idea  of 
these  pains  dissuades  them  from  acting  in  the  opposite 
way. 

(iv)  The  religious  sanction  includes  the  fear  of 
punishment  and  the  hope  of  reward  in  another  life. 
Although  this  sanction  cannot  constitute  the  motive  of 
action  to  an  ordinary  hedonist  whose  ethics  is  naturali- 
stic, and  therefore  denies  the  existence  of  a  supernatural 
being  as  God,  and  also  of  an  after-life,  yet  to  the  most 
people  this  sanction  acts  as  a  very  powerful  motive  of 
action  ;  and  exercises  a  very  powerful  influence  on  the 
moral  education  of  the  race  and  the  individual. 

So  far  as  to  the  external  sanctions.  They  are  merely 
external  pressures  brought  to  bear  upon  the  individual 
so  as  to  compel  him  to  sacrifice  his  own  interests  to  the 
interests  of  society.  Though  in  the  beginning  the  indivi- 
dual feels  coercion  in  obeying  these  external  forces,  in 
course   of  time  he  acquires  a  habit  of  obeying  them 
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spontaneously,  and  thus,  an  identity  or  at  least  a  com- 
munity of  interests  being  produced  between  him  and 
society,  he  comes  to  "find  his  account"  "in  living  con- 
formably to  the  claims  of  the  general  happiness."  But 
these  external  sanctions  are  not  sufficient  to  produce 
that  kind  of  identity  or  community  of  interests  as  is 
required  by  the  case  ;  for  if  there  is  no  natural  altruistic 
impulse  present  in  human  nature  to  fight  with  and  sub- 
due the  natural  selfish  impulse  which  is  very  powerful, 
no  amount  of  merely  external  force  will  be  of  any  av^il. 
"The  individual  whose  life  was  governed  by  such  cons- 
traints would  still  be,  in  character  and  inner  motive,  if 
not  in  outward  act,  an  egoist ;  his  end  would  still  be 
egoistic,  though  it  was  accomplished  by  altruistic  means." 
Hence  the  need  for  an  internal  sanction — a  natural  basis 
of  altruistic  conduct.  To  these  external  sanctions  is, 
therefore,  added,  as  a  fifth,  the  internal  or  moral 
sanction. 

(v)  The  internal  or  moral  sanction  consists,  simply, 
of  "the  pleasures  of  a  good  conscience  and  the  pains  of 
remorse."  The  ultimate  sanction,  therefore,,  of  all  mora- 
lit)',  apart  from  the  external  motives,  is  these  subjective 
feelings — "the  conscientious  feelings  of  mankind."  What 
is,  then,  meant  by  conscience  =-"the  feeling  of  duty''  ? 
Is  it  innate  or  implanted  ?  Mill's  reply  is  :  it  is  tlie 
"feeling  for  the  happiness  of  mankind" — the  feeling  of 
"regard  to  the  pleasures  and  pains  of  others."  "But 
there  is  this  basis  of  powerful  natural  sentiment  ;  and 
this  it  is  which,  when  once  the  general  liappiness  is 
recognised  as  the  ethical   standard,   will   constitute   the 
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strength  of  the  utilitarian  morality.  This  firm  founda- 
tion is  that  of  the  social  feelings  of  mankind  ;  the  desire 
to  be  in  unity  with  our  fellow  creatures,  which  is  already  a 
powerful  principle  in  human  nature,  and  happily  one  of 
those  which  tend  to  become  stronger,  even  without  ex- 
press inculcation,  from  the  influences  of  advancing 
civilization."  (  Utilitarianism,  chap.  Ill,  p  46  ).  Again, 
"This  feeling  in  most  individuals  i^  much  inferior  in 
strength  to  their  selfish  feelings,  is  often  wanting  al- 
together. But  to  those  who  have  it,  it  possesses  all  the 
characters  of  a  natural  feeling.  It  does  not  present  it- 
self to  their  minds  as  a  superstition  of  education,  or  a 
law  despotically  imposed  by  the  power  of  society,  but 
as  an  attribute  which  it  would  not  be  well  for  them  to 
be  without.  This  conviction  is  tlie  ultimate  sanction  of 
the  greatest  happiness  morality."  (  Ibid,  p  50  ).  This 
powerful  internal  sentiment,  aided  by  the  exter- 
nal sanctions  is  capable  of  producing  that  identity  or 
community  of  interests  between  the  individual  and 
society,  which  is  required  by  the  utilitarian  morality  ; 
and  even  "when  those  sanctions  are  wanting,  or  act  in 
an  opposite  direction,  constitutes  in  itself  a  powerful 
internal  binding  'force  in  proportion  to  the  sensitiveness 
and  thoughtfulness  of  the  character."  (  Ibid.  pp.  50 — 51 ). 
(^1  Qnalitati  /e  differences  in  pleasures : — 
To  this  curious  blending  of  Stoic  and  Epicurian  ele- 
ments Mill  has  added  a  third  element,  viz,  the  recogni- 
tion of  g/ia/Z/a^zt'e  ^/^r^Mces  in  pleasures,  distinct  from 
and  overriding  their  quantitative  differences.  'J'his  is 
Mill's    chief   innovation.     Hitherto  the   distinction   of 
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quantity  was  regarded  as  the  only  distinction  between 
one  pleasure  and  another,  or  one  paiti  and  another.  As 
against  this  view  Mill  maintains  that  "it  is  quite  compa- 
tible with  the  principle  of  utility  to  tecognise  the  fact, 
that  some  kinds  of  pleasure  are  more  desirable  and  more 
valuable  than  others.  It  would  be  Absurd  that  while,  in 
estimating  all  other  things,  quality  is  considered  as  well 
as  quantity,  the  estimation  of  pleasures  should  be  sup- 
posed to  depend- on  quantity  alone.''     (  Ibid,  pp,  11-12  ). 

Now,  if  it  is  asUed,  what  is  meatlt  by  difference  '  of 
quality  in  pleasures  ?;  how  can  we  estimate  this  differ- 
ence ?  Mill's  answer  is  :  "Of  two  fjleasures,  if  there  be 
one  to  which  all  or  almost  all  who  have  experience  of 
both  give  a  decided  preference,  irrespective  of  any 
feeling  of  moral  obligation  to  prefef  it,  that  is  the  more 
desirable  pleasure.  If  one  of  the  tWo  is,  by  those  who 
are  competently  acquainted  with  both,  placed  so  far 
above  the  other  that  they  prefer  it,  even  though  know- 
ing it  to  be  attended  with  a  greater  amount  of  discon- 
tent, and  would  not  resign  it  for  any  quantity  of  the 
other  pleasure  which  their  nature  is  capable  of,  we  are 
justified  in  ascribing  to  the  preferred  enjoyment  a  super- 
iority in  quality,  so  far  outweighing  quantity  as  to  ren- 
der it,  in  comparison,  of  small  account.  (  Ibid,  chap.  II. 
p  1 2  ).  Again,  if  it  is  asked,  what  pleasures  are  qualita- 
tively superier  to  what  other  pleasures,  Mill  replies  that 
"there  is  no  known  Epicurian  theory  of  life  which  does 
not  assign  to  the  pleasures  of  the  intellect,  of  the  feelings 
and  imagination,  and  of  the   moral  sentiments,  a  much 
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higher  value   as   pleasures   than   to   those  of  mere  sen- 
sation.'' 

Now,  another  question  naturally  suggests  itself : 
■  why  do  those,  who  are  equally  acquainted  with  both 
these  classes  of  pleasures,  "give  a  most  marked  prefer- 
ence" to  the  former,  and  not  to  the  latter  ?  The  answer 
is  :  man  has  a  sense  of  dignity  inherent  in  his  nature  by 
virtue  of  which  he  "would  not  consent  to  be  changed 
into  any  of  the  lower  animals,  for  a  promise  of  the  fullest 
allowance  of  a  beast's  pleasures  ;  no  intelligent  human 
being  would  consent  to  be  a  fool,  no  instructed  person 
would  be  an  ignoramus,  no  person  of  feeling  and  cons- 
cience would  be  selfish  and  base,  even  though  they 
should  be  persuaded  that  the  fool,  the  dunce,  or  the 
rascal  is  better  satisfied  with  his  lot  than  they  are  with 
theirs."  (  Ibid,  p  12  ).  Of  course,  this  higher  nature, 
this  sense  of  dignity,  demanding  a  higher  kind  of 
happiness  for  its  satisfaction,  carries  with  it  a  certain 
discontent.  Still,  "it  is  better  to  be  a  human  being  dis- 
satisfied than  a  pig  satisfied  ;  better  to  be  Socrates 
dissatisfied  than  a  fool  satisfied.  And  if  the  fool,  or 
the  pig,  ,is  of  a  different  opinion  it  is  because  they  only 
know  their  own  side  of  the  question.  The  other  party 
to  the  comparison  knows  both  sides."  (  Ibid,  p  14  ). 
Critical  Estimate  of  Utilitarianism  : 

(i)  In  the  first  place,  there  are  two  confusions  invol- 
ved in  the  proof  of  the  criterion,  (a)  "pleasure"  is  con- 
founded with  "pleasures."  (  See,  Examination  of  Psycho- 
logical Hedonism  —  c  ) ;  and  (,b)  "desirable"  is  con- 
founded  with   "desired,"  or  "capable   of  being  desired," 
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(  See,  Ethical  Hedonism  ).  In  the  second  place,  it  con- 
tains a  fallacy,  .called  in  logic,  "the  Fallacy  of  Composi- 
tion." The  gist  of  the  fallacy  is  that  we  first  take  a 
term  distributively  in  the  premisses,  and  then  take  it 
collectively  in  the  conclusion.     Take  Mill's  Syllogism  : 

Happiness  is  a  good. 

My  happiness  is  a  good  to  me,  yours  to  you, 

his  to  him,  &c. 
/.  My  happiness  +  your  happiness  -f«  his  happiness 

+  &c.  are  a  good  to  me-(-you-|-him-|-&c. 

i.  e.  the  general  happiness  is  a  good  to  the 

aggregate  of  all  persons. 
Here,  both  the -happiness  and  person  are  taken  distri- 
butively in  the  minor  premiss,  but  collectively  in  the 
conclusion.  Therefore  the  reasoning  commits  the  Fallacy  ' 
of  Composition.  About  Mill's  argument  Prof  Muirhead 
has  truly  observed  :  "This  is  as  though  one  were  to 
argue  (  to  borrow  Carlyle's  famous  comparison  ),  that 
because  each  pig  desires  for  himself  the  greatest  amount 
of  a  limited  quantity  of  pigs'  wash,  each  necessarily  desi- 
res the  greatest  quantity  for  every  other  or  for  all." 

Mill's  argument  contains  another  serious  mistake. 
Neither  the  happinesses  nor  the  persons  are  capable  of 
being  made  into  an  aggregate.  The  aggregate  of  happi- 
nesses is  no  happiness,  as  the  aggregate  of  persons  is  no 
person.  For  happiness,  i.  e.  a  pleasurable  feeling,  to  be 
such,  must  be  an  actual  state  of  feeling  in  some  person's 
mind  ;  but. the  aggregate  of  happinesses  is  no  actual 
state  of  feeling  in  any  body's  mind  ; — it  is  a  fiction  of 
the  imagination  and  has   no  objective  reality.     So  that 
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the  aggregate  of  happineases  of  all  persons  is  not  a  good 
to  the  aggregate  of  all  persons  A  good  njvjst  be  somer 
thing  real  and  so  the  person  to  whom  it  i^  a  good,  But 
in  the  present  case  both  of  them  are  fictions — now!- 
entities. 

(ii)  We  have  found  above  how  Mill's  logical,  proof 
has  completely  broken  down  and  failed  to  effect  a 
reconciliation  between  egoism  and  altruism,  He  has 
tried,  next,  to  fill  up  the  logical  gap  by  means  qf  the 
docrine  of  the  "sanctions  of  morality,"  Hut  this  too  has 
not  fared  better.  With  regard  to  this  doQtnne  it  maybe 
observed,  in  words  of  Prof  Muirhead  : — "to  any  but 
the  hedonist  the  phrase  "sanctions  of  morality"  is  sus- 
piciously like  a  contradiction  in  terms.  Conduct  which 
issues  from  regard  for  these  sanctions  is  not  morality,  if 
by  that  we  mean  conduct  which  is  morally  approved. 
It  may  conform  to  a  certain  type  and  be  externally  in^ 
distinguishable  from  good  conduct,  but  it  is  not  good. 
The  man  who  is  temperate  because  he  desires  the  plea- 
sures of  temperance  ( whether  these  be  earthly  or 
heavenly,  physical  or  social )  is,  as  Plato  pointed  out, 
temperate  by  reason  of  a  kind  of  intemperanpe.  Similar- 
ly, the  man  who  is  courageous  from  fear  of  the  pains 
which  will  be  the  consequence  of  cowardice  is  courages- 
ous  by  reason  of  a  kind  of  cowardice.  Appeals  to  the 
so-called  moral  sanction,  i.  e.  to  the  pleasures  of  n  good 
conscience  (  or  the  pains  of  remorse  ),  as  a  motive  to 
good  conduct,  appear,  moreover,  to  involve  an  additional 
absurdity.  The  pleasure  in  question  depends  upon  the 
approval  of  conscience,  and  this  in  turn  depends  on  thi? 
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^iisinterestedness  of  th6  conduct,  i.  e.  upon  the  exclu- 
sion of  the  idea  of  personal  pleasure  from  the  motive. 
•To  point  therefore  to  the  pleasure  likely  to  result  from 
Buch  approval,  as  a  reason  for  well-doing.,  is  to  suggest 
a  motive  which,  if  accepted,  would  render  approval  im- 
possible." (  Elements  of  EthicSs  pp,  103-^104). 
--  Apart  from  these  difficulties  involved  in  the  doctrine 
there  are  some  presuppositions  upon  which  it  is  based. 
'  (i)  It  supposes  that  man  is  merely  ?i  feeling  being, 
isethat  all  the  principles  of  his  life  are  supplied  by  his 
sensibility,  and  all  the  motives  to  his  actions  are  either 
desires  for  pleasure  or  aversions  to  pain.  There  is  a  self- 
tegarding  impulse  in  him  and  also  an  other-regarding  im- 
pulse; but  both  these  impulses  come  from  his  sentient  na- 
ture— 'they  are  sensuous  impulses — they  are  sensibilities. 
So  that  man  is  entirely  guided  in  liis  conduct  by  his  sen- 
sibility, like  the  lower  animals.  Hence,  as  the  sensibility 
of  a  beast  can,  to  a  considerable  extent,  be  moulded  and 
fashioned  by  subjecting  it  to  external  pressures,  so  by 
applying  some  external  pressures  as  the  sanctions  to 
human  nature  it  can  be  moulded  and  modified  in  such  a 
wise  as  will  make  the  antagonistic  impulses  ingrained 
in  it  liarmonise  with  each  other.  This  supposition,  is 
Tsntirel}^  wrong.  We  have  found  in  the  examination 
into  the  nature  of  Desire  and  its  relation  to  Reason 
(  see,  above,  chap.  II  )  that  man  is  both  rational  and 
senlient  ;— the  human  self  is  a  rational  self  acting  and 
realising  itself  in  and  through  all  the  facts  of  his  life.  So 
'that  whatever  external  pressures  are  brought  to  bear 
^H^pbtt  jt,  it  reacts  upon  them,  modifj'ing  them  consistently 
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with  its  own  inherent  nature  and  thereby  makiiig  them 
the  suitable  means  to  its  own  development.  In  a  sense 
there  is  nothing  external  to  the  self  ;  if  there  were  any- 
thing wholly  external  to  it,  that  could  not,  in  any  way, 
act  upon  and  influence  its  nature.  The  possibility  of 
action  and  reaction  depends  upon  a  community  of 
nature  ;  and  a  community  of  nature  is  impossible  where 
there  is  absolute  externality  or  outsidedness.  So  that  the 
so-(^lled  external  sanctions  are  not  really  external. 
They  were  discovered  by  the  rational  beings  like  men 
and  accepted  by  them  as  the  effective  means  or  aids  to 
the  development  of  their  moral  life. 

(2)  Another  presupposition,  more  or  less  involved 
in  the  preceding,  is  this  :  the  human  nature  is  supposed 
to  be  a  mechanical  and  incoherent  bundle  of  absolutely 
antagonistic  impulses  having  no  principle  of  unity  or 
organisation  behind  them  ;  they  are  independent  forces 
fighting  with  each  other  in  the  field  of  our  conscious- 
ness for  supremacy,  and  that  one  carries,  the  laurels  of 
victory  which  has  by  chance  become  the  strongest. 
Such  being  the  case,  tlie  antagonism  between  the  selfish 
and  the  altruistic  impulses  will  remain  for  ever  irresolv- 
able unless  there  is  a  higher  principje  to  resolve  it  ;  and 
there  being  no  such,  higher  principle  in  human  nature, 
the  function  of  such  resolution  must  be  left  to  some 
.  external  forces  as  the  sanctions.  But  it  is  forgotten  that 
no  amount  of  external  force  can  harmonise  the- impulses 
which  are  by  their  nature  absolutely  antagonistic. 
Harmonisation  implies  affinity  of  nature  ;  .and  if  there 
15  no  such  affinity  between  jthe  impulses,  besides  their 
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atttagottism,  nothiflg  can  harmonise  thetoi.  But  sucli 
hatnionisation  is  a  fact  ;  in  all  highly  developed  minds 
the  'atttagonistic  impulses  are  found  to  be  harmonised. 
So  that  the  principle  of  harmonisation  must  be  saught 
elsewhere.  The  truth  is  :  There  is  a  universal  principle 
in  man  working  under  the  limitations  of  his  sensibility, 
striving  to  regain  its  own  perfection  by  overcoming 
these  limitations,  i.  e.  by  subduing  the  selfish  and 
developing  the  altruistic  side  of  him,  and  thereby 'gra- 
dually harmonising  and  uniting  them  with  each  other. 
Such  principle  is  Reason  which  binds  man  with  man, 
nay,  with  all  beings  and  all  things  in  the  world.  Here — 
in  the  sphere  of  Reason  a  man  is  a  perfectly  disinteres- 
ted and  benevolent  spectator — does  as  he  would  be 
done  by  and  loves  others  as  himself.  There — in  the 
Sphere  of  sensibility — he  is  self-seeking— and  acts  ab- 
solutely regardless  of  the  pleasures  and  pains  of  others. 

So  far  as  to  the  logical  and  psj'chological  defects  of 
the  docftine.  It  has  now  become  apparent  that  there  is 
no  possibility  of  any  reasonable  transition  from  egoism 
to  altruism,  as  has  been  truly  pointed  out  by  Dr.  Sidg- 
wick.  Mill  has  'admitted  it  with  some  reluctance.  He 
has  plainly  told  us  that  the  altruistic  impulse^ — f.he  '.'feel- 
ing for  the  liappiness  of  mankind" — "in  most  individuals 
is  much  inferior  in  strength  to  their  selfish  feelings,  and 
is  often  Wanting  altogether.'*  If  such  be  the  case,  it  is 
practically  admitted  that  man  is  guided  in  his  conduct 
by  only  one  principle,  viz,  his  selfish  impulse  —that  man 
is  a  pure  egoist.  Hence  Mill's  internal  sanction  is  a 
chimeTa,  or  at;  most  an  impoteirt  force   which  can  very 
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little  help  a  man  in  his  effort  to  convert  himself  into  a 
disinterested  hedonist.  Mill's  external  sanctions  are 
likewise  powerless.  For,  if  there  is  nothing  in  human 
nature  to  respond  to  their  call, — to  their  demands — they 
will  be  as  without  any  effect  as  the  seeds  sown  on  a 
stony  ground.  How  can  merely  external  forces  change 
the  selfish  nature  of  man  so  completely  as  to  make  it 
wholly  disinterested,  without  effacing  it  altogether  ? 
Benthan  seemed  to  have  fallen  into  a  grievous  mistake 
when  he  said,  "I  am  a  selfish  man,  as  selfish  as  any  man 
can  be.  But  in  me,  somehow  or  other,  so  it  happens, 
selfishness  has  talcen  the  shape  of  benevolence.''  Such 
an  absolute  conversion,  such  an  absolute  obliteration, 
of  human  nature  is  inconceivable,  if  we  accept  the  hedo- 
nist's conception  of  it. 

Moreover,  none  of  the  so-called  external  sanctions 
touches  the  whole  range  of  a  man's  conduct.  There  are 
conducts  which  always  somehow  or  other  slip  through 
the  meshes  of  these  sanctions,  and  there  are  others 
which  remain  entirely  outside  the  pale  of  them.  There 
a  man  remains  a  pure  egoist — there  he  is  left  free  to 
seek  his  own  pleasures  without  the  least  regard  to  the 
pleasures  and  pains  of  others.  In  conclusion,  we  must 
hold  that  the  whole  doctrine  of  the  "sanctions  of 
morality"  is  untenable  and  even  absurd.  (  For  an  ex- 
haustive treatment  of  this  doctrine,  see  Prof.  Sorley's 
Ethics  of  Naturalism,  Part.  I,  Chap.  Ill,  and  Dr.  Sidg- 
wiok's  Methods  of  Ethics,  Bk.  II,  Chap.  V.  ) 

(iii)  As  we  have  found.  Mill  recognises,  besides 
quantitative  differences,  qualitative  differences  among 
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pleasures.  For  instance,  he  regards  the  pleasures 
attached  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  higher  or  intellectual 
nature  as  qualitatively  superior  to  those  attached  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  lower  or  sensuous  nature  and  subor- 
dinates the  latter  to  the  former.  Pleasure,  indeed,  is 
still  the  end  ;  but  the  "higher"  pleasure  takes  prece- 
dence over  the  ."lower"  irrespective  of  the  amount  of 
pleasant  feeling  that  results.'  Or  in  other  words,  one 
pleasure  is  preferable  to  another,  not  because  the  former 
is  "greater"  (  i.  e.  more  intense  and  durable  )  and  the 
latter  "less,''  but  because  the  former  is  "higher"  { i.  e. 
more  excellent )  and  the  latter  "lower.''  Hence  to  deter- 
mine the  moral  value  of  pleasure  we  must  not  refer 
only  to  its  quantity,  but  also  to  its  quality  ;  and  when  it 
is  found  that  one  pleasure  has  higher  quality  but  less 
quantity,  and  another  lower  quality  but  greater  quantity, 
the  preference  should  be  given  to  the  former,  and  not 
to  the  latter — i.  e.  quality  should  always  be  allowed  to 
override  quantity.  Again,  Mill  explains  the  qualitative 
superiority  of  the  intellectual  pleasures  over  the  sensu- 
ous by  basing  it  ultimately  on  the  man's  sense  of  dig- 
nity— on  his  superior  nature  which  is  nothing  but  what 
is  constituted  by  his  intellect,  sentiments  &c,  and  by 
virtue  of  which  he  is  susceptible  of  higher  pleasures. 
This  admission  practically  amounts  to  the  abandonment 
of  the  hedonistic  standard  ;  because,  it  is  no  longer  the 
quantity  of  pleasure,  but  its  quality — its  excellence  or 
worthiness — that  constitutes  the  true  criterion  of  mora- 
lity. But  we  may  push  the  point  still  further  and  say 
that  the  ultimate  standard  of  morality  is  not  even  the 
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excellence  or  worthiness  of  pleasures,  but  that  which 
determines  that  excellence,  and  this  being  the  higher 
nature  of  man  we  should  thoroughly  investigate  it  in 
order  to  find  out  the  element  that  constitutes  the  true 
criterion. 

Another  difficulty  arising  out  of  Mill's  admission  is  : 
How  can  we  place  pleasures  in  any  precise  order  of 
desirability  ?  How  can  we  ascertain  that  one  pleasure 
is  more  desirable  than  another  ?  We  have  to  take  into 
account  both  quantity  and  quality.  But  quality  is 
heterogeneous  with  quantity,  and  cannot,  therefore,  be 
reduced  to  it  ;  quality  cannot  be  measured  by,  and 
estimated  against  quantity.  If  this  be  so,  it  is  not  always 
easy,  or  even  possible,  to  determine  which  one  of  two 
pleasures  is  more  desirable  than  the  other.  Suppose, 
one  pleasure  is  not  far  inferior  to  another  in  qualitj',  but 
far  outweighs  it  in  quantity,  which  one  is  preferable  ? 
The  former  9  Then,  you  estimate  the  difference  in 
qualit)'  against  the  difference  in  quantit}'  ;  and  one  maj^ 
ask,  what  is  the  standard  of  j^our  estimation  ?  The 
standard,  if  there  is  any,  must  be  homogeneous  with 
both  quality  and  quantity,  which  is  absurd.  The  latter  ? 
The  difficulties  are  exactly  the  same.  Similar  is  the  case 
with  sums  of  pleasures.  There  is  an  additional  difficulty 
here  :  Pleasures  possessing  different  qualities  are  hetero- 
geneous, and  therefore,  cannot  be  summed  up  ;  for  sum- 
mation^ is  possible  only  when  the  things  summed  up  are 
homogeneous.  Hence,  if  Mill's  admission  is  accepted, 
there  cannot  be  any  scale  of  desirability  as  well  as  any 
sums  of  pleasures. 
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To  get  rid  of  the  former  class  of  difficulties  Mill  has 
resorted  to  the  verdicts  of  the  experts,  i.  e.  those  who 
are  competently  acquainted  with  both  the  pleasures. 
But  the  difficulties  cannot  really  be  resolved  in  this  way ; 
because,  to  have  any  worth,  the  verdicts  must  be  reason- 
able, i.  e.  based  upon  some  true  criterion  ;  and  this 
criterion  being,"as  suggested  by  Mill,  nothing  but  the 
sense  of  dignity,  the  nature  of  this  "dignity"  should  be 
carefully  investigated  in  order  to  ascertain  the  precise 
nature  of  that  criterion.  So  that  the  ultimate  court  of 
appeal  is  not  the  verdict,  but  some  other  thing  upon 
which  the  verdict  is  based, — the  consciousness  of  the 
dignity  of  man  as  man,  i.  e.  as  a  rational  being.  So  that 
we  find  that  Mill's  utilitarianism  is  a  crude  and  inco- 
herent jumbling  of  pure  hedonism  and  rationalism.  It 
contains  an  element  of  pure  hedonism,  because  it  is 
directly  based  upon  that  conception  of  human  nature 
which  regards  it  as  absolutely  sensuous  and  therefore,  as 
capable  of  only  one  kind  of  desire,  viz,  desire  for  plea- 
sure. It  contains  an  element  of  rationalism  in  so  far  as 
it  suggests  that  the  ultimate  criterion  of  right  and  wrong 
is  not  mere  quantity  of  pleasure,  but  its  excellence  or 
worthiness  which  is  conditioned  by  the  higher  or  rational 
nature  of  man.  The  former  view  he  inherited  from  his 
predecessors,  the  Epicureans,  Hume,  Bentham  and  James 
Mill,  and  the  latter  was  suggested  to  him  by  his  truly 
moral  enthusiasm.  But  he  failed  to  reconcile  these  two 
apparently  antagonistic  elements  in  his  doctrine,  but 
only  laid  them  side  by  side. 

(iv)    But  Mill's  inconsistency  is  no  evidence  against 
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Hedonism  itself.  The  distinction  of  pleasure  in  quality 
has  not  been  adopted  by  later  utilitarians  — e.  g.  Dr. 
Sidgwick  and  Dr.  Bain.  The  decided  opinion  of  the 
latter  is  that  "he  (  Mill  )  ought  to  have  resolved  all  the 
so-called  nobler  or  higher  pleasures  into  the  single  cir- 
cumstance of  inclifding,  with  the  agent's  pleasure,  the 
pleasure  of  others."  (  Bain's  J.  S.  Mill  :  a  criticism, 
p.  113).  It  is  therefore  necessary  to  consider  whether 
there  are  really  qualitative  differences  among  pleasures  ; 
and  if  we  can  show  that  there  are  really  such  differen- 
ces, it  will  positively  go  against  the  theory  of  Hedonism. 
For  that  purpose  we  should  consider  the  following 
points  : — 

We  have  already  found  (  see,  above,  chap.  H  ),  that 
pleasure  is  invariably  the  consequence  of  the  satis- 
faction, either  of  an  impulse,  or  of  a  desire.  The  former 
kind  of  satisfaction  gives  pleasure  which  is  simple,  im- 
mediate and  purely  sensuous.  This  kind  of  agreeable 
feeling  may  be  called  sensuous  pleasure,  or  simply  plea- 
sure ;  it  simply  appeals  to  the  sensibihty  of  man  which 
he  shares  with  the  lower  animals,  and  therefore  may 
also  be  called  animal  pleasure.  But  the  satisfaction  of 
a  desire  gives  pleasure  which  is  more  complex,  more 
reflective  or  intellectual,  because  the  desire  is  formed 
by  the  activity  of  reason  upon  an  animal  impulse,  and 
in ,  its  satisfaction  the  self  thinks  itself  as  more  or  less 
realised,  as  having  more  or  less  attained  its  end.  Desire 
being  thus  distinctively  human,  the  pl'easure  arising  from 
its  satisfaction  is  likewise  so.    So  that  this  kind  of  agree- 
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able  feeling  should;  be  put^  under  a  different  category, 
and  has  been  described  by  some  as  happiness.  But 
desires  are  not  all  alike.  They  belong  to  different  "uni- 
verses," i.  e.  different  stagesi  of  character  which  deter^ 
mine  their  nature.  These  differences  among  desires  are 
qualitative  lii<e  those  among  the  "universes."  Just  as 
there  are  qualitative  distinctions  among  desires,  so  there 
are  qualitative  distinctions  among  the  pleasures  arising 
out  of  their  satisfactions,  i.  e.  the  attainments  of  the 
desired  objects.  Thus,  the  feelings  attending  the  satis- 
faction of  the  desires  for  food,  money,  fame,  &c.  are 
very  different  from  those  following  upon  the  satisfaction 
of  the  desires  for  knowledge,  morality  and  piety  ;  the 
feelings  of  animal  enjoyment  are  very  different  from 
those  th&t  arise  from  the  poetic  and  rehgious  emotions  ; 
the  feelings  resulting  from  the  satisfaction  of  the  selfish 
desires  are  widely  different  from  those  that  arise  from 
the  due  discharge  of  duties.  It  is  true  that  the  satis- 
factions of  all  desires  noble  and  base  are  self-satis- 
factions— that  all  hapiness  is  the  feeling  of  self-realized- 
ness.  But,  yet,  in  all  instances,  exactly  the  same  Self  is 
not  realised  ;  what  are  really  realised  in  them  are  the 
passing  phases  of  the  self  going  through  a  process  of 
development.  The  feelings  attending  the  satisfaction 
of  the  desires  belonging  to  the  higher  phases  of  the  self 
have  been  called  by  Carlyle  blessedness  rather  than 
happiness.  (  seb.  Sartor  Resartus,  Bk  II,  chap,  ijt )  ; 
and  the  feelings  flowing  from  the  satisfaction  of  the 
highest  phase  of  the  self — the  phase  in  which  the  self 
thinks  itself  wholly  reconciled  and  united  to  the  Infinite 
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Self,  have  been  called  "bliss"  (  dnandam  )  by  the  Hindu 
sages. 

Thus  we  find  that  pleasure,  or  more  properly  the 
se7isuous  or  animal  pleasu?^  beloiigs  to  the  sentient  self 
and  happiness,  in  its  different  forms,  to  the  total  self—r 
the  rational  self  realising  itself  in  and  through  the  sen- 
tient self.  It  is  now  evident  that  pleasures  differ  from 
one  another  in  quality.  But,  still,  it  may  be  contended 
that  pleasures  qua  pleasures  have  no  qualitative  differen- 
ces ;  they  all  are  aliiie  in  quality  ;  only  the  objects 
which  produce  them  have  such  differences.  So  that  it 
is  necessary  to  show  that  pleasures  are  inseparable  from 
their  objects. 

Pleasure  as  a  state  of  feeling  is  merely  an  element — 
apart — in  a  total  state  of  consciousness  present  in  the 
mind  at  a  particular  time.  Pleasure  cannot,  therefore, 
exist  by  itself  as  a  separate  entity.  It  is/  related  to  the 
intellectual  and  volitional  elements  which  also  form  part 
of  t'hat  total  state.  As  being  an  effect,  pleasure  has 
conditions  without  which  it  cannot  exist,  and  when 
separated  from  these  conditions,  it  becomes  an  abstrac- 
tion— a  non-entity.  As  Prof.  Green  has  truly  observed  : 
"pleasure  as  feeling,  in  distinction  from  its  conditions 
which  are  not  feelings,  cannot  be  conceived."  This  is 
an  important  psychological  truth.  Wliat  then,  are  the 
contents  of  that  total  state  of  which  the  felt  pleasure  is 
an  element  ?  The  idea  of  the  desired  object,  the  attain- 
ment of  which  gives  the  pleasure,  is  one  of  the  impor- 
tant contents,  the  other  contents  being  those  ideas  that 
are  revoked  by  the  idea  of  the  object  through  associa 
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tion,  as  well  as  thosp  which  were  passing  through  our 
mind  before  the  object  presented  itself  to  our  conscious- 
ness. Thus  the  total  object  before  our  consciousness  is 
this  complex  of  thoughts  and  images.  If  this  be  so,  it 
is  evident  that  pleasure-  forms  only  a  part,  and  even  a 
subordinate,  though  a  very  intense  and  vivid,  part  of 
the  whole  state.  It  has  a  significance  in  so  far  as  it  is^a 
part,  i.  e.  related  to  the  whole,  and  loses  that  signi- 
ficance altogether  when  separated  from  that  whole. 
The  nature  of  the  whole  state  determines  the  nature  of 
the  pleasure  ;  change  the  nature  of  the  former,  the  na- 
ture of  the  latter  is  also  changed.  So  that  a  pleasure 
forming  part  of  a  particular  complej^  mental  state  has  a 
unique  character  which  is  not  possessed  by  any  other 
complex  mental  state.  Hence  pleasure  and  the  object 
giving  rise  to  that  pleasure,  the  idea  of  which  forms  the 
most  important  element  of  a  total  mental  state,  are 
inseparable. 

The  above  considerations  conclusively  prove  that 
pleasures  really  differ  in  quality  ;  and  this  conclusion 
subverts  the  theory  of  Hedonism. 

(v)  We  have  already  found  that  if  we  once  admit 
any  qualitative  difference  among  pleasures,  any  calculus 
of  them  becomes  impossible,  and  the  phrases — "a  sura 
of  pleasures,"  "the  greatest  pleasure  or  happiness,"  "the 
greatest  amount  of  happiness,"  &c.  become  meaning 
less,  unless  by  the  first  is  meant  "a  series  of  pleasures" 
and  by  the  second  and  the  third  ''the  most  intense  plea- 
sure felt  at  a  particular  time".  There  is  another  diffi- 
culty involved  in  the  hedonistic  doctrine,     "If  then 
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desire  is  only  for  pleasures,  i.  e.  for  an  enjoyment  or 
feeling  of  pleasure,  we  are  simply  the  victim  of  words 
when  we  talk  of  desire  for  a  sum  of  pleasures,  much 
more  when  we  take  the  greatest  imaginable  sum  to  be 
the  most  desired.  We  are  confusing  a  sum  of  pleasures 
as  connected  and  combined  in  thought,  with  a  sum  of 
pleasures  as  felt  or  enjoyed,  which  is  a  non-entity^" 
(  Prof.  Green's  Prolegomena  to  Ethics,  p.  236  ).  We 
are  apt  to  think  that  a  sum  of  pleasures  is  pleasure  ;  but 
it  is  not  really  so.  A  sum  of  pleasures,  if  it  has  any 
meaniiig  at  all,  means  "a.  contemplated  series  of  plea- 
sures". But  a  desire  for  such  a  series  is  not  a  desire  for 
pleasure,  i.  e.  an  actual  state  of  feehng  ;  there  is  no  such 
thing  as  a  feeling  of  a  series  of  pleasures.  So  that  a 
desire  for  a  contemplated  series  of  pleasures  is  a  desire 
for  something  else  than  pleasure,  which  contradicts  the 
very  foundation  of  the  hedonistic  doctrine  that  pleasure 
is  the  only  desirable  thing.  Again,  if  we  mean  by  "the 
greatest  sum  of  pleasures"  the  most  intense  present 
pleasure,  then  we  abandon  the  utilitarian  stand-point 
and  fall ,  back  upon  that  of  the  egoistic  Hedonist.  Be- 
sides this,  there  is  an  ambiguity  in  the  phrase— "the 
greatest  (  sum  of)  happiness-  of  the  greatest  number". 
It  is  evident  that  a  desire  for  such  a  sum  is  not  a  desire 
for  pleasure  on  the  part  of  the  person  who  entertains 
it,  but  a  desire  for  producing  pleasures  in  others.  Hence, 
the  ultimate  good  for  man  is  not  pleasure,  but  something 
else,  which  is  equivalent  to  abandoning  the  hedonistic 
stand- point. 

Of  course  it  is  not  denied  that  the  common  people 
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are  apt  to  think  that  what. they  ordinarily  desire  is  a 
sum  of  pleasures,  or  more  precisely,  the  greatest  sum  of 
pleasures  ;  and  even  many  thoughtful  writers  adhere  to 
"the  notion  that  the  deliberate  desire  for  what  is  good 
on  the  whole  is  equivalent  to  desire  for  a  greatest 
possible  quantity  of  pleasure.''  But  on  closer  examina- 
tion we  find  that  what  they  really  desire  is  a  continuous 
state  of  happiness  or  enjoyable  existence.  But  a  continu- 
ous state  of  happiness  is  not  constituted  bj'  a  sum  or 
series  of  pleasures.  In  fact,  a  sum  or  series  of  pleasures 
is  not  enjoyable  as  a  sum  or  series  at  all  ;  we  can  enjoy 
only  a  specific  feeling  of  pleasure  at  a  time,  and  before 
we  come  to  enjoy  the  following  feeling  the  preceding 
one  passes  away.  "In  truth  a  man's  reference  to  his 
own  true  happiness  is  a  reference  to  the  objects  which 
chiefly  interest  him,  and  has  its  controlling  power  on 
that  account.  More  strictl)'^,  it  is  a  reference  to  an 
ideal  state  of  well-being,  a  state  in  which  he  shall  be 
satisfied  ;  but  the  objects  of  the  man's  chief  interests 
supply  the  filling  of  that  ideal  state.  The  idea  ofi  such 
a  state,  indeed,  neither  is,  nor  is  conceived  as  being, 
full)'  realisable  by  us.  The  objects  of  which  we  contem- 
plate the  attainment  as  necessary  to  its  fulfilment  are 
not  contemplated  as  completely  fulfilling  it.  In  our 
contemplation  of  them  as  truly  good  the  forecast  of  an, 
indefinable  Better  is  alwa}'s  present.  But  in  any  consi- 
deration of  true  happiness  which  is  other  than  the  vague 
discontent  of  the  sated  or  baffled  voluptuary,  the  cons- 
ciousness of  objects  which  we  are  seeking  to  realise;  of 
jdeas  to  which  we  are  trying  to  give   effect,   holds  the 
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first  place.  Just  because  we  wish  for  the  attainment  of 
such  objects,  we  are  unhappy  till  we  attain  them  ;  and 
thus,  owing  to  the  difficulty  of  mentally  articulating 
them,  we  are  apt  to  lump  them  in  our  thoughts  as  happi- 
ness. But  they  do  not  consist  in  pleasures,  The  ideas 
of  them,  which  we  are  seeking  to  realise,  are  not  ideas 
of  pleasures.  *  *  .  In  short,  it  is  the  realisation  of 
those  objects  in  which  we  are  mainly  interested,  not  the 
succession  of  enjoyments  which  we  shall  experience  in 
realising  them,  that  forms  the  definite  content  of  our 
idea  of  true  happiness,  so  far  as  it  has  such  content  at 
all."     (  Ibid,  p.  244  ). 

From  the  above  considerations  we  conclude  that 
Utilitarianism  as  propounded  by  Hume,  Bentham  and 
Mill  is  full  of  logical  inconsistencies  and  psychological 
defects,  and  has  therefore  completely  broken  down  as  an 
unsound  ethical  doctrine. 

(2)  Rational  Utilitarianism  : — Being  dis- 
satisfied with  Mill's  reasonings  to  effect  a  reconciliation 
between  egoism  and  altruism  —  between  the  interests  of 
the  individual  and  those  of  all  human  beings,  or  even  of 
all  sentient  creatures.  Dr.  Sidgwick  has  tried  to  reconcile 
them  in  another  way.  He  supposes  that  the  claim  of 
Universalistic  Hedonism  can  be  proved  exactly  in  the 
same  way  as  that  of  Egoistic  Hedonism.  His  stand- 
point is  also  hedonistic  ;  he  also  maintains  that  the  ulti- 
mate good  of  man  is  pleasure,  and  that  the  pleasure  of 
the  individual  is  as  legitimate  as  that  of  all  human 
beings  ;  but  he  differs  from  Mill  and  other  hedonists  in 
that  the  method  to  bridge  over  the  gap   is   not   psycho- 
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logical,  as  held  by  them,  but  logical.  The  appeal  to  mere 
sensibility^ — to  the  merely  natural  feeling  of  sympathy — 
"the  feeling  of  regard  to  the  pleasures  and  pains  of 
others/'  is  ineffective,  because  the  two  opposing  impulses 
of  human  nature  will  never  come  to  any  terms  if  they 
are  left  to  themselves,  and  therefore  the  problem  of 
reconciliation  will  remain  for  ever  insoluable.  The  pro- 
per method  is  to  appeal  to  Reason — the  higher  principle 
in  man  in  order  to  see  where  lies  the  real  reconciliation. 
Consequently  he  proceeds  to  prove  the  rationality  of 
Utilitarianism  ;  and  for  this  reason  his  theory  is  called 
Rational  Utilitarianism. 

His  arguments  are  the  following  :  "If  the  Egoist 
strictly  confines  himself  to  stating  his  conviction  that  he 
ought  to  take  his  own  happiness  or  pleasure  as  his 
ultimate  end,  there  seems  no  opening  for  any  line  of 
reasoning  to  lead  him  to  Universalistic  Hedonism  as  a 
first  principle  ;  it  cannot  be  proved  that  the  difference 
between  his  own  happiness  and  another's  happiness  is 
v^otfor  him  all-important.  In  this  case  all  that  the  uti- 
litarian can  do  is  to  effect  as  far  as  possible  a  reconcilia- 
tion between  the  two  principles,  by  expounding  to  the 
Egoist  the  sanctions  of  rules  deduced  from  the  univer- 
salistic principle — i.  e.  the  pleasures  and  pains  that  may 
be  expected  to  accrue  to  the  Egoist  himself  from  their 
observation  and  violation  respectively.  It  is  obvious 
that  such  an  exposition  has  no  tendency  to  make  him 
accept  the  greatest  happiness  of  the  greatest  number  as 
his  ultimate  end  ;  but  only  as  a  means  to  the  end  of  his 
own  happiness.     It  is  therefore  totally  different  from  a 
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/roq/"ofUniversalistic  Hedonism.  When,  however,  the 
Egoist  puts  forward,  implicitly  or  explicitly,  the  proposi- 
tion that  his  happiness  or  pleasure  is  Good,  not  on]y  for 
him  but  from  the  point  of  view  of  the  Universe, — as 
(  e.  g. )  by  saying  that  nature  designed  him  to  seek  his 
own  happiness, — it  then  becomes  relevant  to  point  out 
to  him  that  his  happiness  cinnot  be  a  more  important 
part  of  Good,  taken  universally,  than  the  equal  happi- 
ness of  any  other  person.  And  thus,  starting  with  his 
own  principle,  he  may  be  brought  to  accept  Universal 
happiness  or  pleasure  as  that  which  is  absolutely  and 
without  qualification  Good  or  Desirable  :  as  an  end, 
therefore,  to  which  the  action  of  a  reasonable  agent  as 
such  ought  to  be  directed/'  (  Methods  of  Ethics,  pp. 
420 — 21  ). 

After  proving  the  rationality  of  Utilitarianism  in  this 
way  he  proceeds  to  expound  those  regulative  principles 
which  form  the  bases  of  the  distribution  of  good  both 
individual  and  universal,  (i)  In  so  far  as  the  distribution 
of  the  individual  good  is  coricerned,  it  is  necessary  to 
make  appeal  to  a  rational  principle.  The  appeal  to  the 
mere  sensibility  is  useless,  or  even  misguiding.  The 
sensibility  will  guide  us  to  the  enjoyment  of  the  plea- 
sures of  the  moments.  It  is  a  blind  principle — it  has  no 
foresight — it  is  unable  to  look  forward  through  the 
present  into  the  future — it  does  not  even  know  the 
future — it  is  entirely  confined  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
moment.  So  that  if  we  are  guided  by  it,  we  shall  rest 
content  with  the  momentary  pleasures — we  shall  be 
pure  hedonists  like  the  Charvakists  and  the  Cyrenaics, 
II 
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*Eat,  drink  and  be  merry"  will  be  the  sole  motto  of  our 
life.  In  short,  we  shall  live  a  life  no  better  than  that  of 
a  beast.  But  our  reason  tells  us  that  our  good  is  not 
the  pleasure  of  the  moment,  but  of  our  total  life  ; — it  is 
"a  good  on  the  whole".  To  the  eyes  of  reason  a  parti- 
cular moment  has  no  more  value  than  any  other 
moment  ;  we  ought  to  have  "impartial  concern  for  all 
parts  of  our  conscious  life"  ;  "Hereafter  as  such  is  to  be 
regarded  neither  less  nor  more  than  now.''  "It  is  not, 
of  course,  meant  that  the  good  of  the  ipresent  may  not 
reasonably  be  preferred  to  that  of  the  future  on  account 
of  its  greater  certainty  :  or  again  a  week  ten  years 
hence  may  not  be  more  important  to  us  than  a  week 
now  through  an  increase  in  our  means-  or  capacities  of 
happiness.  All  that  the  principle  affirms  is  that  the 
mere  difference  of  priority  and  posteriority  in  time  is 
hot  a  reasonable  ground  for  having  more  regard  to  the 
consciousness  of  one  moment  than  to  that  of  another. 
The  form  in  which  it  practically  presents  itself  to  most 
men  is  "that  a  smaller  present  good  is  not  to  be  pre- 
ferred to  a  greater  future  good.  *  *  »  The  com- 
monest view  of  the  principle  would  no  doubt  be  that 
the  present  pleasure  or  happiness  is  reasonably  to  be 
foregone  with  the  view  of  obtaining  greater  pleasure 
or  happiness  hereafter.''  ( Ibid.  p.  381  ).  This  rational 
principle  which  bids  us  be  impartial  with  regard  to  the 
selection  of  moments  in  our  life  and  thus  guides  us  in 
the  distribution  of  our  own  individual  good  is  Prudence 
or  Rational  self-love. 

(2)    So  far  we  hav^  confined  ourselves  to  the  consi- 
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deration  of  the  "good  ok  the  whole''  of  a  single  indivi- 
dual only.  But  the  individual  good  is  not  the  only 
good  which  we  ought  to  desire  ;  there  is  another  kind 
of  good,  viz,  the  Universal  good  including  the  goods  of 
all  individual  human — or  sentient — existences,  which 
also  our  reason  declares  desirable.  "And  here  again, 
just  as  in  the  former  case,  by  considering  the  relation 
of  the  integrant  parts  to  the  whole  and  to  each  other, 
we  may  obtain  the  self-evident  principle  that  the  good 
of  any  one  individual  is  of  no  more  importance,  from 
the  point  of  view  of  the  Universe,  than  the  good  of  any 
other  ;  unless,  that  is,  there  are  special,  ground  for 
believing  that  more  good  is  likely  to  be  realized  in  the 
one  case  than  in  the  other.  And  as  rational  beings  we 
are  bound  to  aim  at  good  generally — so  far  as  we  recog- 
nise it  as  attaiijable  by  our  efforts-=not  merely  at  this 
or  that  part  of  it  ;  we  can  only  evade  the  conviction  of 
this  obligation  by  denying  that  there  is  any  such  univer- 
sal good."  (  Ibid,  p.  382  ).  Thus  we  find  that  our  own 
individual  good  and  the  universal  good  are  what  we 
ought  to  desire  at  the  same  time  and  in  the  same  sense. 
The  true  way  to  the  reconciliation  of  egoism  with 
altruism — of  the  individual  good  with  the  universal 
good — is  here  also  not  psychological,  but  logical.  The 
mere  sensibility  cannot  bridge  over  the  gulf  lying 
between  the  antagonistic  impulses  of  our  nature.  It  is 
reason  which  fills  up  the  gap  and  bids  us  be  impartial 
with  regard  to  the  distribution,  not  only  of  our  indivi- 
dual good  but  also  of  the  universal  good.  As  in  the 
former  referendie  all  the  moments  of  our  life  should  be 
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regarded  as  equally  valuable,  4o  in  the  latter  all  the 
individuals  ought  to  be  considered  as  equally  important. 
This  rational  principle  that  *one  is  morally  bound  to 
regard  the  good  of  any  other  individual  as  much  as 
one's  own*  which  guides  us  in  the  distribution  of  plea- 
sure between  ourselves  and  others  is  "the  abstract 
principle  of  the  duty  of  Benevolence" .  Prudence  and 
Benevolence  are  thus  the  two  rational  principles  which 
guide  the  processes  of  distribution  of  the  individual  and 
universal  good  respectively. 

(3)  But  a  closer  examination  into  the  nature  of 
Prudence  and  Benevolence  shows  that  they  are  not 
sufficient  by  themselves  to  guide  us  in  the  precise  distri- 
bution of  happiness.  These  principles  declare  that  all 
the  competing  moments  of  our  life,  or  all  the  competing 
individuals  have  absolutely  equal  importance,  and  so 
absolutely  equal  claim  to  happiness.  But  this  is  not 
true.  On  closer  scrutiny  some  moments  or  some  indivi- 
duals are  found  to  be  more  iniportant  and  consequently 
to  have  more  claim  than  others,  by  reason  of  their  larger 
or  pecular  capacity  for  pleasure.  The  strict  "impartia- 
lity'' demanded  by  Prudence  and  Benevolence  should 
be  enlightened  and  modified  by  the  sense  of  higher  Jus- 
tice which  teaches  us  that  the  true  "impartiality''  does 
not  exclude  "inequality"  but  includes  it,  and  consists 
in  satisfying  the  demands  of  the  competitors  in  strict 
accordance  with  their  merits.  The  impartiality  dem- 
anded by  Justice  is  that  impartiality  which  we  should 
show  when  the  competitors  have  equal  merits  ;  and 
which  does  not  induce  us  to  ignore  the\greater  merit  in 
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favour  of  the  less.  So  that  to  attain  the  "greatest  happi- 
ness" we  must  eschew  "the  strict  literal  impartiahty'' 
,  required  by  the  principles  of  Prudence  and  Benevolence, 
and  guide  ourselves  by  the  enlightened  impartiahty  of 
Justice.  ''Instead  of  depres^ng  the  maximum  to  a 
rigid  average,  by  distributing  the  "greatest  happiness" 
equally  among  the  "greatest  number''  of  moments  or 
of  individuals,  the  principle  of  Justice  directs  us  to  aim 
at  the  greatest  total  happiness,  or  the  greatest  happiness 
"on  the  whole",  whether  in  our  own  experience  or  in 
that  of  the  race.''  (  Prof  J.  Seth's  "A  study  of  Ethical 
Principles'',  pp.  114 — 15  ). 

In  this  way,  Dr.  Sidgwick  thinks,  he  has  been  able 
to  subvert  Egoistic  Hedonism  in  its  pure  form,  and 
substitute  Universalistic  Hedonism  in  its  place.  He  has 
also  been  led  to  abandon  "the  doctrine  of  Psychologi- 
cal Hedonism  and  to  recognise  the  existence  of  "disin- 
terested" or  "extra-regarding  impulse  to  action,  not 
directed  towards  the  agent's  pleasure."  In  fact  as  re- 
gards the  Psychological  basis  of  ethics  he  agrees  much 
more  with  Butler  than  Mill.  He  has  thus  tried  to  recon- 
cile Hedonism  and  Intuitionism,  i.  e.  he  has  tried  to 
found  Hedonism  on  an  intuitional  basis.  In  this  connec- 
tion he  expresses  himself  thus  :  "And  this  led  me  to 
reconsider  my  relation  to  Intuitional  Ethics.  The 
strength  and  vehemence  of  Butler's  condemnation  of 
pure  Utilitarianism,  in  so  cautious  a  writer,  naturally 
impressed  me  much.  And  I  had  myself  become,  as  I 
had  to  admit  to  myself,  an  Intuitionist  to  a  certain  ex- 
tent.    For  the  supreme  rule  of  aiming  at   the   general 
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happiness,  as  I  had  come  to  see,  must  rest  on  a  funda- 
mental moral  intuition,  if  I  was  to  recognise  it  as  bind- 
ing at  all.  And  in  reading  the  writings  of  the  earlier 
English  Intuitionists,  More  and  Clarke,  I  found  the 
axiom  I  required  for  my  tftilitarianism  [  that  a  rational 
agent  is  bound  to  aim  at  Universal  Happiness  ],  in  one 
form  or  another,  holding  a  prominent  place." 

Criticism  : — (i)  Dr.  Sidgwick  maintains  that  "the 
rationality  of  self-regard  is  as  undeniable  as  the  rationa- 
lity of  self-sacrifice" — egoism  is  as  reasonable  as  altru- 
ism— Rational  Self-love  and  Benevolence  are  two  forms 
of  the  same  principle,  viz,  reason.  But  it  is  also  undeni- 
able that  self-regard  is  not  always  coincident  with  self- 
sacrifice  ;  there  are  numerous  instances  of  conflict 
between  the  egoistic  and  altruistic  impulses.  Now,  the 
most  important  question  is  :  is  such  conflict  apparent  or 
real  ?  Is  there  any  real  point  of  agreement  between 
these  two  impulses,  i.  e.  are  these  two  impulses  really 
two  forms  of  the  same  principle,  or  are  they  really 
antagonistic,  though  found  to  be  coincident  in  some 
instances  ?  Dr.  Sidgwick  seems  to  be  vacillating  in  his 
reply.  But;  his  decided  opinion  seems  to  be  that  our 
primary  good  is  our  own  happiness,  and  only  in  a  secon- 
dary way  we  come  to  know  that  the  happiness  of  others 
is  also  our  good  ;  that  as  this  secondary  good  cannot 
be  more  desirable  than  the  primary,  we  are  bound  still 
to  regard  our  own  happiness  as  the  supreme  good. 
Hence  there  is,  according  to  him,  a  certain  contradic- 
tion in  the  final  recommendations  of  reason  j—it  com- 
mands us,  in  the  first  place,   to  seek   our  own  greatest 
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happiness,  and  in  the  second  place,  the  greatest  happi- 
ness of  others.  In  reply  to  the  question,  is  this  contra- 
diction  apparent  or  real  V  Dr.  Sidgwick  observes  that 
"practical  reason  would  still  impel  us  decisively  to  the 
performance  of  duty  in  the  more  ordinary  cases  in 
which  what  is  recognised  as  duty  is  in  harmony  with 
self-interest  properly  understood.  But  in  rarer  cases  of 
a  recognised  conflict  between  self-interest  and  duty, 
practical  reason,  being  divided  against  itself,  would  cease 
to  be  a  motive  on  either  side  ;  the  conflict  would  have 
to  be  decided  by  the  comparative  predominance  of  one 
or  other  of  two  groups  of  non-rational  impulses.''  (  Me- 
thods of  ethics,  p.  508  ).  Thus  we  find  that  the  contra- 
dictory assertions  of  reason — "the  Dualism  of  Practical 
reason"  as  called  by  him — are  left  unexplained  and 
therefore  unreconciled. 

(2)  With  reference  to  the  conception  of  the  supreme 
good  his  theory  is  a  crude  and  curious  blending  of  Hedo- 
nism and  Rationalism.  The  ultimate  nature  of  good, 
he  holds,  is  determined  by  sensibility,  because  pleasure 
or  happiness  satisfies  only  the  sensible  side  of  human 
nature,  the  enjoyment  of  pleasure  being  possible  with- 
out any  need  of  reason  to  constitute  it  ;  while  the 
desirableness  of  good  is  proved  by  appealing  to  the 
other  side,  viz,  reason.  Thus  reason  is  held  to  declare 
the  desirableness  of  a  good  which  is  non-rational.  Now 
the  question  is  :  can  such  non-rational  good  satisfy 
reason  ?  Is  it  at  all  possible  for  reason  to  declare  some- 
thing to  be  good  for  human  nature  which  is  no  good  for 
itself  ?    To  this  question  his  answer  seems  ambiguous. 
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He  holds  indeed  that .  pleasure  means  "desirable  cons- 
ciousness". But  so  long  as  we  remember  the  distinction 
between  the  desired  and  the  desirable,  "we  cannot  sup- 
pose that  the  rational  soul,  in  presenting  a  desirable  cons- 
ciousness on  its  own  part  as  involved  in  ultimate  good, 
presents  it  simply  as  so  much  pleasure.  The  very  fact 
that  it  asks  for  a  consciousness  which  is  desirable  or 
should  be  desired,  shows  that  it  cannot  satisfy  itself  with 
that  which  every  one  naturally  desires,  but  of  which  for 
that  reason  no  one  can  think  as  what  he  should  desire. 
The  presentation  of  an  object  as  one  that  should  be 
desired  implies  that  it  is  not  desired  as  a  pleasure  by  the 
person  to  whom  it  so  presents  itself  A  man  may  speak 
significantly  of  another  person's  pleasure  as  desirable, 
but  not  of  his  own.  The  desirableness  of  a  pleasure 
must  always  express  its  relation  to  some  one  else  than 
the  person  desiring  the  enjoyment  of  the  pleasure.  Thus 
to  suppose  a  consciousness  to  be  at  once  desired  as  a 
pleasure  and  contemplated  as  desirable  by  the  same 
person,  is  a  contradiction.  *  *  *  Whg n  we  are  told, 
therefore,  that  ultimate  good  is  desirable  consciousness 
or  pleasure  for  all  sentient  beings,  we  reply  that  though 
it  may  be  sought  as  pleasure  for  all  sentient  beings,  it 
cannot  be  sought  as  his  own  pleasure  by  one  who  also 
contemplates  it  as  the  consciousness  desirable  for  him- 
self. The  description  of  ultimate  good  as  pleasure,  and 
the  description  of  it  as  desirable  (  not  desired  )  cons- 
ciousness, are  incompatible  descriptions,  so  far  as  they 
are  descriptions  of  a  state  of  being  which  the  rational 
soul  seeks  as  its  own."    (  Green's  Prolegomena  to  Ethics, 
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PP413 — 14).  We  therefore  conclude  that  pleasure  or 
happiness  cannot  be  regarded  as  the  ultimate  good  for 
human  nature  as  a  whole  ;  it  may  form  a  part,  not  the 
whole  of  it. 

(3)  Dr.  Sidgwick's  real  difficulty  arises  out  of  his 
false  conception  about  the  true  nature  of  the  self  He 
has  emphasized  the  distinction  between  its  two  sides — 
sensibility  and  reason — byt  has  overlooked  or  ignored 
their  relation.  Human  nature  is  not  a  merely  mechani- 
cal bundle  of  distinct  and  antagonistic  elements.  There 
is  unity  back  of  the  distinction.  The  real  and  concrete 
self  is  neither  merely  sentient,  nor  merely  rational — it  is 
a  rational  principle  that  uses  sensibility  as  the  means 
through  which  il;  maintains  and  realises  itself,  and  there- 
by marches  towards  a  goal — a  state  of  its  own  perfection. 
So  that  the  supreme  good  is  not  simply  pleasure,  but  a 
state  of  perfection  of  human  nature  in  which  reason  and 
sensibility  are  finally  and  for  ever  reconciled,  and  which, 
therefore,  does  not  exclude  pleasure,  but  includes  it  ; — 
it  is  a  state  which  is  perfectly  rational  and  at  the  same 
time  conspicuous  by  the  presence  of  everlasting  joy  and 
contentment.     (  Sec  chapters  II  and  VI  of  this  Book  ). 


13 


CHAPTER  V. 

Standard  as  Perfection. 

I.     UTILITARIANISM  (  New  form  ) 

(0    Application  of  Evolution  to  Morals  ;— 

Although  the  idea  of  Evolution  was  often  applied  to  the 
moral  life  by  the  ancient  writers,  yet  it  has  been  given 
a  prominent  place  only  in  recent  times.  It  was  applied 
by  Hegel  and  Comte  to  explain  the  moral  and  religious 
life,  the  origin  of  government  and  the  world  ;  and  after- 
wards by  Lamarck,  Darwin  and  others  to  the  origin 
of  species  ;  and  in  the  most  recent  times  by  H.  Spencer, 
Sir  L.  Stephen  and  others  to  the  origin  of  society,  govern- 
ment, moral  ideas  and  institutions  &c.  But  when  we 
apply  this  idea  to  morals,  we  should  keep  two  points 
quite  apart  :  (i)  We  may  study  our  moral  life  from 
the  point  of  view  of  its  history  ;  we  may  describe  the 
successive  stages  through  which  the  moral  life  of  indivi- 
duals and  nations  had  passed  in  the  course  of  years  or 
ages — the  process  by  which  our  moral  ideas  and  institu- 
tions had  grown  and  developed  in  course  of  time,  and 
thus  find  out  the  direction  of  its  evolution — the  end  to- 
wards which  the  whole  process  is  marching  :  Or  (2)  we 
may  study  it  from  the  point  of  view  of  its  ideal ;  we 
may  consider  the  moral  life  itself,  in  its  very  nature,  a 
process  of  development  which  involves  an  ideal  in  the 
realisation  and  attainment  of  which  its  full  significance 
consists  ; — our  actual  moral  life  may  fall  far  short  of 
the  ideal,  yet  its  true  moral  worth  consists  in  our  effort 
to  gradually  attain  it  and  is  measured  by  the  degree  of 
our  success  in  attaining  it.     The  former  is  the   function 
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of  Moral  History,  or  the  History  of  moral  ideas  and 
institutions,  the  latter  is  the  function  of  Ethics  or  the 
Theory  of  morality.  The  former  inquiry  is  scientific, 
the  latter  is  philosophical.  The  Evolutionary  theory  of 
Ethics,  therefore,  means  that  there  is  a  standard  or  ideal 
of  character,  and  that  the  meaning  of  the  moral  life  con- 
sists in  the  gradual  approximation  to  that  type 

But  we  can  take  two  views  of,  or  rather  two  distinct 
ways  of  interpreting,  the  process  of  evolution.  Every 
process  of  evolution  has  a  beginning,  intermediate  stages, 
and  an  end.  The  developing  thing  starts  from  a  certain 
poii^t,  passes  through  successive  stages  of  higher  and 
higher  complexity  towards  a  goal.  But  generally  what 
we  actually  perceive  is  neither  the  beginning  nor  the 
end,  but  the  intervening  stages — the  actual  process. 
Take,  for  example,  the  evolution  of  the  animal  species. 
Here  we  are  unable  to  discover  the  absolute  beginning 
of  the  species — the  lowest  animal  form  ;  nor  are  we  able 
to  know  the  goal — the  highest  form  of  animal  life.  What 
we  actually  know  are  the  intermediate  forms  of  animal 
life.  The  case  is  exactly  the  same  with  our  moral  life. 
We  do  not  know  the  lowest  form  of  the  moral  life,  for  it 
is  hidden  in  obscurity  ;  nor  do  we  know,  or  form  a  clear 
conception  of  a  perfectly  developed  moral  life.  We  only 
know  the  process — the  intermediate  stages  of  the  moral 
life.  But,  yet,  to  explain  this  process  we  must  go  either 
to  the  beginning,  or  to  the  end  or  goal.  Hence  there 
are  two  possible  ways  of  interpreting  the,  moral  life,  if 
we  adopt  the  theory  of  development.  We  may  explain 
it  by  reference  to  its  beginning,  or  to  its  end. 
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H.  Spencer  and  others,  who  have  applied  the  idea 
of  evoUition  to  morals,  have  tried  to  explain  the  process 
by  reference  to  the  beginning.  This  seems  to  be  the  most 
natural  method.  For  all  sciences  explain  phenomena 
by  •reference  to  their  causes  and  modes  of  operation.  If 
we  want  to  explain  the  moral  phenomena  scientifically, 
we  must  explain  them  by  their  causes  ;  and  these  causes 
ultimately  are  to  be  saught  in  the  needs  of  savages,  or 
even  in  the  struggles  of  the  lower  animals.  Only  in 
this  way  we  can  trace  the  causes  that  have  been  in 
operation  throughout  the  development  of  the  moral  life. 
This  method,  therefore,  does  not  inquire  into  the  end, 
because  it  holds  that  such  an  inquiry  would  be  useless 
and  fruitless  in  most  cases. 

(2)  Modifications  introduced  into  Hedo- 
nism by  the  application  of  Evolution  :— 

It  is  very  important  to  notice  the  points  of  divergence 
between  the  older  and  the  newer  from  of  Hedonism. 
There  is  essentially  no  difference  with  regard  tl3  the 
nature  of  the  ultimate  good  or  end  of  life.  This  is,  in 
both  cases,  the  same,  viz,  pleasiu'e  or  happiness.  The 
real  points  of  divergence  exist  with  regard  to  the  pre- 
suppositions and  the  method  of  the  two  forms. 

{a)  The  older  form  rests  upon  an  erroneous  concep- 
tion of  human  nature,  both  in  respect  of  its  internal 
constitution,  and  its  external  relations.  The  presupposi- 
tions which  it  makes  regarding  that  are  : — 

(i)  It  maintains  that  society  is  a  mechanical  aggre- 
gate of  individuals  like  inorganic  matter  which  is  a 
mechanical'  aggregate   of   molecules    or    atoms,    thus 
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coceiving  the  relation  between  the  individual  and  society 
to  be  merely  mechanical  and  external.  (  see,  above, 
Chap.  Ill  of  this  Book, — Hobbism  ). 

(ii)  Like  the  individuals  that  constitute  society,  the 
pleasures  or  happinesses  are. conceived  of  as  homogeneous 
but  distinct  units.  Like  fixed  and  equal  individuals,  we 
have  fixed  and  equal  "lots"  of  pleasure  or  happiness. 
"We  must  "conceive  of  happiness'  (  according  to  this 
theory  )  "as  a  kind  oT  emotional  currenc}%  capable  of 
being  calculated  and  distributed  in  "lots''  which  have  a 
certain  definite  value  independently  of  any  special  taste 
of  the  individual.  *  *  *  Pains  and  pleasures  can  be 
handed  about  like  pieces  of  money,  and  we  have  simply 
to  calculate  how  to  gain  a  maximum  of  pleasure  and  a 
minimum  of  pain."  (  Sir  Leslie  Stephen,  Science  of 
Ethics,  p.  360  ). 

(iii)  The  individuals  that  constitute  society,  like  the 
atoms  that  constitute  inorganic  matter,  are  regarded 
relatively  cofistafit,  and  likewise  is  the  society  looked 
at  as  OH  the  whole  static  or  unchangeable.  If  is  true 
that  certain  variations  mostly  due  to  the  circumstances 
of  birth  and  education  they  are  found  to  undergo  ;  but 
these  variations  being  accidental,  they  remain  relatively 
constant  on  the  aggregate. 

(ivl  The  main  features  of  pleasure  or  happiness 
which  is  the  ultimate  end  of  the  moral  life  are  regarded 
?i^  fixed,  inasmuch  as  they  are  held  to  be  relative  only 
to  the  capacities  of  individuals  in  so  far  as  they  are 
static  or  unchangeable.  In  other  words,  as  the  constitu- 
tion of  human   nature   is  regarded   by  this   theory  as 
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essentially  fixed  and  unchangeable,  so  pleasure  or  happi- 
ness, which  is  relative  to  that  constitution  is  regarded 
equally  fixed  and  unchangeable  at  least  in  its  main  fea- 
tures. 

These  presuppositions  of  the  older  theory  are  held 
by  the  newer  to  be  erroneous.  For  the  ''atomic  theory'' 
of  human  nature  and  happiness  the  doctrine  of  Evolu- 
tion has  substituted  the  organic.  The  true  •  conception 
of  society,  according  to  the  latter,  'is  that  it  is  an  or- 
ganism, and  that  individuals  are  essential  and  integral 
members  of  it.  "Man  is  a  social  being".  Human  nature 
is  inconceivable  when  divested  of  its  social  relations — 
it  becomes  an  abstraction — a  non-entity— when  divorced 
from  society.  Hence  the  relation  between  the  indivi- 
dual and  society  is  not  merely  mechanical  and  external 
but  organic  and  internal.  (  See,  "the  relation  of  Indivi- 
dual to  Society''  in  the  sequel ). 

Again,  this  organic  conception  of  society  involves 
the  conception  that  it  is  not  unchangeable  like  a  piece 
of  inorganic  matter  ;  but  like  all  other  organisms  it  gro- 
ws and  developes  by  its  reaction  upon  its  environment, 
and  thus  passes  threugh  stages  of  greater  and  greater 
complexit}'^,  differentiating  itself  gradually  into  very 
various  subdivisions  or  groups  and  at  the  same  time 
integrating  them  all  and  all  the  constituent  members 
thereof  with  one  another  by  a  closer  and  closer  bond 
of  connection.  The  most  important  result  of  the  social 
evolution  is  that,  like  the  different  parts  of  the  physical 
organism,  the  different  individuals  become  more  and 
more  dependent  upon  one  another,   so   that  the  nature 
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of  each  is  wholly  determined  by  his  relations  to  others. 
'^Society,  in  fact/'  says  Sir  Leslie  Stephen,  "is  a  struc- 
ture which  by  its  nature  implies  a  certain  fixity  in  the 
distribution  and  relations  of  classes.  Each  man  is  found 
with  a  certain  part  of  the  joint  framework,  which  is 
made  of  flesh  and  blood  instead  of  bricks  or  timber, 
but  which  is  not  the  less  truly  a  persistent  structure." 
{  Science  of  Ethics,  p.  31  ). 

These  conceptions  about  the  nature  of  society  and 
its  relation  to  individuals  considerably  modify  the 
theory  of  pleasure.  Pleasure  is  dependent,  not  upon  the 
constitution  of  a  man  regarded  as  a  distinct  and  isolated 
individual,  but  upon  the  "organic  balance''  of  his  ins- 
tincts or  impulses  that  is  determined  by  his  relations  to 
society.  "Pleasure  is  not  a  separate  thing,  indepen- 
dently of  his  special  organisation.  *  *  #  Each  ins- 
tinct, for  example,  must  have  its  turn,  and  their  respec- 
tive provinces  must  be  determined  by  the  general  organic 
balance.  We  may  undoubtedly  point  out  that  certain 
modes  of  conduct  produce  pain,  and  others  pleasure  ; 
and  this  is  a  prima-facie  reason  at  least,  for  avoiding 
one  and  accepting  the  other.  Hut,  again,  some  pains 
imply  a  remedial  process,  while  others  imply  disease  ; 
and  the  conduct  which  increases  them  may  therefore 
either  be  wise  or  foolish  in  the  highest  degree."  (Science 
of  Ethie's,  P.  395  ). 

in  a  similar  way,  the  fact  of  evolution  of  society 
necessitates  a  modification  of  our  conception  of  happi- 
ness. "As  long  as  we  are  content  to  look  upon  human 
nature  as  consisting  of  unchanging  modes  of  activity,  and 
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as  having  constant  susceptibilities  for  pleasure  and  pain, 
we  may  adopt  the  increase  of  pleasure  and  diminution 
of  pain  as  our  aim  even  in  conduct  which  has  a  distant 
end  in  view.  Hut  the  case  is  altered  when  we  take 
account  of  the  fact  that  man's  actions  and  sensibilities 
are  subject  to  indefinite  modification.  Pleasure,  as  we 
have  seen,  is  dependent  upon  the  state  of  conscious 
apprehension  and  activity  at  any  moment.  By  itself 
it  is  not  a  possible  object  of  pursuit.  We  always  aim 
at  some  end  which  can  be  expressed  in  objective  terms  : 
although  we  may  aim  at'  certain  objects  rather  than 
others  simply  on  account  of  their  pleasurable  accom- 
paniment. It  may  happen,  however,  that  a  kind  of 
object  or  action  which  is  pleasurable  at  one  time  may 
become  painful  at  another  time,  and  that  what  is  now 
painful  may  cease  to  be  so  and  may  bemome  pleasant. 
In  this  case  our  action,  if  it  aims  at  pleasure,  would  have 
to  be  entirely  changed,  our  practical  ethics  would  need 
to  be  revised  and  reversed.  And,  although  no  sudden 
alteration  of  this  kind  ever  takes  place,  the  theory  of 
evolution  shows  that  a  gradual  modification  of  the  sort 
does  go   on."     (  Prof.   Sorley,    Etthics  of  Naturalism, 

P.  233  )• 

The  method  of  the  old  Utilitarianism  is  equally  ob- 
jectionable. It  is  empirical.  Morality  is  mere  generali- 
sation from  collection  of  facts  as  regards  the  best  means 
of  producing  the  greatest  surplus  of  pleasure,  the 
evolutionists,  on  the  other  hand,  maintain  that  morality 
is  the  essential  condition  of  the  health  and  efticiency 
of  the  social  organism.    The  moral  rules  are  nothing  but 
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general  statements  of  the  most  important  properties  of 
the  social  organism — those  properties  which  maintain  its 
health.  Hence  the  moral  rules  are  justified,  not  on  the 
ground  that  they  are  found  by  experience  to  be  con- 
ducive to  the  greatest  happiness  to  ourselves  and  others, 
but  on  the  ground  tha|^they  are  necessary  to  the  health 
and  efficiency  of  the  organism.  This  is  the  real  difference 
between  the  utilitarian  and  the  evolutionist  standard. 
The  former  is  the  happiness,  the  latter  is  the  health,  of 
society. 

But  ultimately  these  two  ends  are  coincident.  The 
health  of  society  is  valuable,  because  it  is  the  condition 
of  its  happiness.  So  that  as  far  as  the  ultimate  end  is 
concerned,  there  is  no  difference  between  evolutionary 
ethics  and  Hedonism.  The  difference  exists  with  regard 
to  the  proximate  end.  "The  end  is  happiness,  but  that 
is  best  attained  by  keeping  it  in  the  background,  and 
fixing  attention  upon  the  conditions."  Thus  the  diffe- 
rence lies  in  the  method  of  reaching  the  end.  "The 
view  for  which  I  contend,"  says  H.  Spencer,  "is  that 
Morality  properly  so-called — the  science  of  right  con- 
duct— has  for  its  object  to  determine  how  and  why  certain 
modes  of  conduct  are  detrimental,  and  certain  other 
modes  beneficial.  These  good  and  bad  results  cannot 
be  accidental,  but  must  be  necessary  consequences  of 
the  constitution  of  things  ;  and  I  conceive  it  to  be  the 
business  of  Moral  Science  to  deduce,  from  the  laws  of 
life  and  the  conditions  of  existence,  what  kinds  of  action 
necessarily  tend  to  produce  happiness,  and  what  kinds 
to  produce  unhappiness.    Having  done  this,  its  deduc- 
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tions  are  to  be  recognized  as  laws  of  conduct  ;  and  are 
to  be  conformed  to  irrespective  of  a  direct  estimation  of 
happiness  or  misery."  (  Principles  of  Ethics,  p.  57  ). 
Thus  we  find  that  the  method  of  the  Evolutionary 
Ethics  is  deductive,  while  that  of  Hedonism  is  inductive 
or  empirical.  , 

(3)    Explanation  by  beginning  : 

H.  Spencer's  Ehical  views  : 

(i)    His  theory  of  the  moral  Ideal : — As  we 

have  observed,  H.  Spencer  explains  the  moral  life  by 
reference  to  its  beginning.  To  determine  the  nature 
of  this  beginning  he  goes  back  to  the  life  of  the  lower 
animals.  Conduct  which  forms  the  object  of  ethical 
judgment  is,  according  to  him,  a  part  of  an  organic 
whole — the  universal  conduct.  "A  complete  compre- 
hension of  conduct  is  not  to  be  obtained  by  contempla- 
ting the  conduct  of  human  beings  only  ;  we  have  to 
regard  this  as  a  part  of  universal  conduct — conduct  as 
exhibited  by  all  living  creatures.  *  *  *  And  as  in 
other  cases,  so  in  this  case,  we  inust  interpret  the  more 
developed  by  the  less  developed.  Just  as,  fully  to 
understand  the  part  of  conduct  which  ethics  deals  with, 
we  must  study  human  conduct  as  a  whole  ;  so,  fully  to 
understand  human  conduct  as  a  whole,  we  must  study 
it  as  a  part  of  that  larger  whole  constituted  by  the  con- 
duct of  animate  beings  in  general."  ( Principles  of  Ethics, 
pp.  6-^  )  Conduct  may  be  defined  as  "acts  adjusted  to 
ends,  or  else — the  adjustment  of  acts  to  ends.''  Conduct 
as  an  organic  whole  evolves  like  any  other    organic 
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whole  ;  and  its  evolution  consists  in  the  growing  com- 
plexity and  completeness  of  this  adjustment.  The  moral 
conduct — the  conduct  that  ethics  has  for  its  subject- 
matter — is  "that  form  which  universal  conduct  assumes 
during  the  last  stages  of  its  evolution — i.  e.  the  moral 
conduct  is  the  most  developed  form  of  conduct  in  gene- 
ral. All  conduct  is  good  or  bad.  We  apply  the  epithet 
"good"'  or  "bad"  to  actSy  "according  as  the  adjustments 
of  acts  to  ends  are,  or  are  not,  efficient  •"■ — "acts  are 
called  good  or  bad,  according  as  they  are  well  or  ill  ad- 
justed to  ends."  Again,  "the  conduct  to  which  we 
apply  the  nahie  good,  is  the  relatively  more  evolved 
conduct ;  and  that  bad  is  the  name  we  apply  to  conduct 
which  is  relatively  less  evolved."  But  as  the  more  evol- 
ved conduct  tends  more,  and  the  less  evolved  conduct 
tends  less,  towards  self-preservation,  "we  regard  as  good 
the  conduct  furthering  self-preservation,  and  as  bad  the 
conduct  tending  to  self-destruction."  The  conduct  that 
is  morally  good  being  the  most  evolved  conduct  and  the 
morally  bad'  conduct  being  opposite  to  it,  it  is  evident 
that  the  former  is  most  conducive,  and  the  latter  least 
conducive,  or  rather  most  detrimental,  to  the  preserva- 
tion of  life.  Hence  the  ultimate  goal  to  the  natural 
evolution  of  conduct  is  the  same  as  the  ideally  moral 
conduct, — i.  e.  t'he  perfectly  developed  conduct  is  at  the 
same  time  ideally  moral.  The  ultimate  end  of  conduct, 
therefore,  is  life — its  preservation  and  development.  But 
as  the  "evolution  becomes  the  highest  possible  when 
the  conduct  simultaneously  achieves  the  greatest  totality 
of  life  in  self,in  offspring  and  in  fellow  men  ;  so  here  we 
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see  that  the  conduct  called  good  rises  to  the  conduct  con- 
ceived as  best,  when  it  fulfils  all  three  classes  of  ends  at 
.  the  same  time."  Life  consists  in  "the  continuous  ad- 
justment of  internal  relations  to  external  relations," — 
i.  e.  in  the  constant  effort  of  an  organism  to  adapt  it- 
self to  its  environment.  Good  conduct  gives  pleasure, 
because,  it  brings  the  organism  into  harmony  with  its 
environment  ;  and  bad  conduct  gives  pain,  because  it 
hinders  such  adjustment.  But  no  actual  conduct  is  per- 
fectly good  or  bad,  and  therefore  perfectly  pleasurable 
or  painful  ;  because  no  actual  conduct  is  capable  of 
producing  perfect  harmony  c^r  disharmony  between  the 
organism  and  the  enviroment.  Hence  an  actual  conduct 
can  be  only  relatively  good  or  bad,  pleasurable  or  pain- 
ful. That  conduct  is  relativeh'^  good  which  produces  a 
surplus  of  pleasure  over  pain  ;  and  that  conduct  is  rela- 
tively bad  which  produces  a  surplus  of  pain  over  plea- 
sure. Only  the  ideally  moral  conduct  is  capable  of 
producing  pure  or  unmixed  pleasure.  Now,  the  most 
important  question  is  :  why  do  we  regard  the  preserva- 
tion of  life  both  individual  and  social  as  the  supreme 
end  or  ideal  of  conduct  ?  In  reply  to  this  question,  H. 
Spencer  maintains  that  life  is  worth  living — life  is  on  the 
whole  pleasurable.  "This  judging  as  good,  conduct 
which  conduces  to  life  in  each  and  all,  we  found  to  in- 
volve the  assumption  that  animate  existence  is  desirable. 
By  the  pessimist,  conduct  which  subserves  life  cannot 
consistently  be  called  good  :  to  call  it  good  imphes 
some  form  of  optimism.  We  saw,  however,  that  pessi- 
mists and  optimists  both  start  with  the  postulate  that 
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life  is  a  blessing  or  a  curse,  according  as  the  average 
consciousness  accompanying  it  is  pleasurable  or  painful. 
And  since  avowed  or  implied  pessimists,  and  optimists  of 
one  or  other  shade,  taken  together  constitute  all  men, 
it  results  that  this  postulate  is  universally  accepted. 
Whence  it  follows  that  if  we  call  good  the  conduct  con- 
ducive to  hfe,  we  can  do  so  only  with  the  implication 
that  it  is  conducive  to  a  surplus  of  pleasures  over  pains." 
(  Ibid,  p.  45  ).  Hence,  in  fact,  the  supreme  end  of  life  is 
happiness,  while  the  proximate  end  is  the  preservation 
and  development  of  life.  "So  that  no  school  can  avoid 
taking  for  the  ultimate  moral  aim  a  desirable  state  of 
feeling  called  by  whatever  name — gratification,  enjoy- 
ment, happiness.  Pleasure  somewhere,  at  sometime, 
to  some  being  or  beings,  is  an  inexpugnable  element  of 
the  conception.  It  is  as  much  a  necessary  form  of 
moral  intuitions  as  space  is  a  necessary  form  of  intellec- 
tual intuition."  (  Ibid,  p.  i6  ).  But  to  best  attain  this 
ultimate  end  it  should  be  kept  in  the  background,  and 
attention  should  be  fixed  on  the  condition — the  proxi- 
mate end,  i.  e.  the  preservation  and  development  of  life, 
or  more  appropriately  the  adjustment  between  the  or- 
ganism and  the  environment,  in  the  more  and  more 
perpect  form  of  which  such  preservation  and  develop- 
ment consist. 

(ii)  The  genesis  of  the  moral  conscious- 
ness : — "The  essential  trait  in  the  moral  consciousness 
is  the  control  of  some  feeling  or  feelings  by  some  other 
feeling  or  feelings",  and  it  is  found  by  studying  the 
nature   of  the  evolution   of  conduct    sub-human     and 
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human,  that  "for  the  better  preservation  of  life  the  primi- 
tive, simple,  presentative  feelings  must  be  controlled  by 
the  later-evolved,  compound  and  representative  feelings". 
But  this  control  is  not  natural.  To  make  this  possible, 
some  external  forces  or  pressures  must  be  brought  to 
bear  upon  the  human  nature.  These  external  pressures 
are  called  by  H.  Spencer  ^o.  political,  the  religious,  and 
the  social  controls.  By  these  "controls"  or  external 
pressures  the  former  class  of  feelings  may  be  made  sub- 
ordinate to  the  latter.  He  mentions  another  control, 
which  is  internal  and  called  by  him  the  tnoral  control. 
This  moral  control  should  be  carefully  distinguished 
from  the  preceding,  though  jt  is  often  confounded  with 
them.  The  external  controls  "do  not  constitute  the 
moral  control,  but  are  only  preparatory  to  it^are  con- 
trols within  which  the  moral  control  evolves."  "The 
restraints  properly  distinguished  as  moral,  are  unlike 
these  restraints  out  of  which  they  evolve,  and  with 
which  they  are  long  confounded  ;  and  differ  in  this — 
they  refer  not  to  the  extrinsic  effects  of  actions  but 
to  their  intrinsic  effects.  The  truly  moral  deterrent 
from  murder,  is  not  constituted  by  a  representation 
of  hanging  as  a  consequence,  or  by  a  representation 
of  tortures  in  hell  as  a  consequence,  or  by  a  represen- 
tation of  the  horror  and  hatred  excited  in  fellow  men  ; 
but  by  a  representation  of  the  necessary  natural 
results^the  infliction  of  death-agony  on  the  victim, 
the  destruction  of  all  his  possibilities  of  happiness,  the 
entailed  sufferings  to  his  belongings.  *  *  *  Through- 
out, then,  the  morq,l  motive  differs  from  the  motives   it  is 
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associated  with  in  this,  that  instead  of  being  constituted 
by  representations  of  incidental,  collateral,  non-neces- 
sary consequences  of  acts,  it  is  constituted  by  repre- 
sentations of  consequences  which  the  acts  necessarily 
produce".  (  Ibid,  pp.  120 — 21  ).  Thus  we  find  that  this 
moral  control  may  be  compared  to  the  Moral  Sense  or 
Moral  Faculty  of  the  intuitionists,  and  is  the  result  of 
habit  produced  by  subordinating  ourselves  continuously 
to  the  external  controls. 

(iii)  The  genesis  of  the  feeling  of  moral 
obligation  : — The  moral  control  gives  birth  to  "the 
feeling  of  moral  obligation",  "the  sentiment  of  duty",  &c. 
"It  is  an  abstract  sentiment  generated  in  a  manner  analo- 
gous to  that  in  which  abstract  ideas  are  generated."  It 
is  found  that  "  during  the  progress  of  animate,  existence, 
the  later-evolved,  more  compound,  and  more  representa- 
tive feelings  serving  to  adjust  the  conduct  to  more  dis- 
tant and  general  needs,  have  all  along  had  an  authority 
as  guides  superior  to  that  of  the  earlier  and  simpler  feel- 
ings. This  superior  authority  *  *  *  has  become  distin- 
ctly recognized  as  civilization  and  accompanying  mental 
development  have  gone  on.  Accumulated  experiences 
have  produced  the  consciousness  that  guidance  by  feel- 
ings which  refer  to  remote  and  general  results,  is  usually 
more  conducive  to  welfare  than  guidance  by,  feelings  to 
be  immediately  gratified.  *  *  *  They  are  all  complex, 
re-representative  feelings,  occupied  with  the  future  rather 
than  the  present.  The  idea  of  authoritativeness  has  there- 
fore come  to  be  connected  with  feelings  having  these 
traits  :  the  implication  being  that  the  lower  and  simpler 
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feelings  are  without  authority.  And  this  idea  of  authori- 
tativeness  is  one  element  in  the  abstract  consciousness 
of  duty.     (  Ibid,  pp.  125 — 26.  ) 

There  is  another  element  involved  in  the  "abstract 
cbnsciousness  of  duty" — viz,  the  element  of  coerciveness. 
"This  originates  from  experience  of  those  several  forms 
of  restraint  that  have  established  themselves  in  the  course 
of  civilization — the  political,  religious  and  social.  To  the 
effects  of  punishment  inflicted  by  lay  and  public  opinion 
on  conduct  of  certain  kinds,  Dr.  Bain  ascribes  the  feeling 
of  moral  obligation.  And  I  (  H.  Spencer  )  agree  with 
him  to  the  extent  of  thinking  that  by  them  is  generated 
the  sense  of  compulsion  which  the  consciousness  of  duty 
includes,  and  which  the  word  obligation  indicates.  (  Ibid, 
p.  127  ).  This  element  of  coercion,  originally  connected 
with  the  external  controls  or  restraints,  beebmes  indirectly 
associated  with  the  moral.  "For  since  the  political,  reli- 
gious, and  social  restraining  motives,  are  mainly  formed 
of  represented  future  results  ;  and  since  the  moral  restra- 
ining motive  is  mainly  formed  of  represented  future  res- 
ults, it  hapt)ens  that  the  representations  having  much  in 
common,  and  being  often  aroused  at  the  same  time,  the 
fear  joined  with  the  three  sets  of  them,  becomes,  by  asso- 
ciation, joined  with  the  fourth.  Thinking  of  the  extri- 
nsic effects  of  a  forbidden  act,  excites  a  dread  which 
continues  present  while  the  intrinsic  effects  of  the  act 
are  thought  of  ;  and  being  thus  linked  with  these  intrin- 
sic effects  causes  a  vague  sense  of  moral  compulsion. ' 
Emerging  as  the  moral  motive  does  but  slowly  from  am- 
idst the  political,  religious  and  social    motives,   it  long 
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participates  in  that  consciousness  of  subordination  to 
some  external  agency  whicii  is  joined  with  them  ;  and 
only  as  it  becomes  distinct  and  predominant  does  it  lose 
this  associated  consciousness — only  then  does  the  feeling 
of  obligation  fade."  (Ibid,  p  127  ).  Thus,  "the  sense 
of  dsty  or  moral  obligation  is  transitory,  and  will  dimi- 
nish as.  fast  as  moralizalion  increases.  The  observation 
is  not  infrequent  that  persistence  in  performing  a  dutj^ 
ends  in  making  it  a  pleasin-e  ;  and  this  amounts  to  the 
admission  that  while  at  first  the  motive  contains  an 
element  of  coercion,  at  last  this  element  of  coercion 
dies  out,  and  the  act  is  performed  without  any  conscious- 
ness of  being  obliged  to  perform  it"  (  Ibid,  p.  128  ). 
Eventuallj'  the  consciousness  that  the  action  otight  to 
be  done  disappears  altogether,  and  the  right  action  ii 
done  as  a  matter  of  habit  with  the  simple  feelingj-wi 
satisfaction  in  doing  it. 

civ)  Conciliation  between  Egoism  and 
Altruism  : 

The  conflict  of  the  interests  of  society  with  those  of 
the  individual  which  gives  rise  to  the  feeling  of  obliga- 
tion as  coercive  is  not,  according  to  H.  Spencer,  per- 
manent and  absolute.  A  conciliation  of  these  apparent- 
ly antagonistic  interests  is  possible.  Both  egoism  and 
altruism  are  equally  essential  and  legitimate.  In  a 
sense  "egoism  comes  before  altruism.  The  acts  required 
for  continued  self-preservation,  including  the  enjoyment 
of  benefits  achieved,  by  such  acts  are  the  first  requisites 
to  universal  welfare.  Unless  each  duly  cares  for  him- 
self, his  care  for  all   others   is   ended   by   death  ;  and  if 
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each  thus  dies,  there  remain  no  others  to  be  cared  for. 
This  permanent  snpremacy  of  egoism  over  altruism, 
made  manifest  by  contemplating  existing  life,  is  further 
made  manifest  by  contemplating  life  in  course  of  evolu- 
tion." (  Ibid,  pp.  187 — 88  ).  Again,  "if  wfi  define  al- 
truism as  being  all  action  which,  in  the  normal  course 
of  things,  benefits  others  instead  of  benefiting  self,  then, 
from  the  dawn  of  life,  altruism  has  been  no  less  essen- 
tial than  egoism.  Though  primarily  it  is  dependent  on 
egoism,  yet  secondarily  egoism  is  dependent  on  it  Self- 
sacrifice  is  no  less  primordeal  than  self  preservation." 
(  Ibid,  p.  201  ).  "For  while,  on  the  one  hand,  a  falhng 
short  of  normal  egoistic  acts  entails  enfeeblement  or  loss 
of  life,  and  therefore  loss  of  ability  to  perform  altruistic 
f,cts  •  on  the  other  hand,  such  defect  of  altruistic  acts 
a^-  .causes  deatli  of  offspring,  or  inadequate  development 
of  them,  involves  disappearance  from  future  generations 
of  the  nature  that  is  not  altruistic  enough— -so  decreasing 
the  average  egoism.  In  short,  every  species  is  conti- 
nually purifying  itself  from  the  unduly  egoistic  indivi- 
duals while  there  are  being  lost  to  it  the  unduly  altrui- 
stic individuals.''  (  Ibid,  p.  204  ).  Thus,  "from  the 
dawn  of  life,  egoism  has  been  dependent  upon  altruism 
as  altruism  has  been  dependent  upon  egoism  ;  and 
in  the  course  of  evolution  the  reciprocal  services  of 
the  two  liave  been  increasing".  From  this  it  is  evident 
that  "pure  egoism  and  pure  altruism  are  both  illegiti- 
mate. If  the  maxim — "Live  for  self"  is  wrong,  so  also 
is  the  maxim — ''Live  for  others".  Hence  a  compromise 
is  the  only  possibility."     What,  then,  -is  the  form  such 
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compromise  will  assume  ?  How  can  their  respective 
claims  be  satisfied  in  due  degrees  ?  The  conclusion  that 
"general  happiness  is  to  be  achieved  mainly  through 
the  adequate  pursuit  of  their  own  happiness  by  indivi- 
duals, while  reciprocally,  the  happinesses  of  individuals 
are  to  be  achieved  in  part  by  their  pursuit  of  the  general 
happiness"  is  "embodied  in  the  progressing  ideas  and 
usages  of  mankind.''  "This  compromise  between  egoism 
and  altruism  has  been  slowly  establishing  itself  ;  and 
towards  recognition  of  its  propriety,  men's  actual  beliefs 
have  been  gradually  approaching.  Social  evolution  has 
been  bringing  about  a  state  in  which  the  claims  of  the 
individual  to  the  proceeds  of  his  activities,  and  to  such 
satisfactions  as  they  bring,  are  more  and  more  positively 
asserted  ;  at  the  same  time  that  insistance  on  others' 
claims  and  habitual  respect  for  them,  have  been  in- 
creasing." (  Ibid,  p.  238  ).  In  fact,  "a  kindred  concilia- 
tion has  been,  and  is,  taking  place  between  the  interests 
of  each  citizen  and  the  interests  of  citizens  at  large  ; 
tending  ever  towards  a  state  in  which  the  two  become 
merged  in  one,  and  in  which  the  feelings  answering  to 
them  respectively,  fall  into  complete  concord."  Thus, 
"altruism  of  a  social  kind  *  *  *  niay  be  expected 
to  attain  a  level  at  which  it  will  be  like  parental  altruism 
in  spontaneity — a  level  such  that  ministration  to  other's 
happiness  will  b'Scome  a  daily '  need."  (  Ibid,  p.  243  V 
"The  development  of  sympathy,  which  must  advance 
as  fast  as  conditions  permit,  will  bring  about  this  state". 
The  early  stages  of  the  development  of  sympathy  are 
largely  painful   owing  to  the   existence  of  "much  noi>- 
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adaptation  and  much  consequent  unhappiness''.  "Gra- 
dually then,  and  only  gradually,  as  these  various  causes 
of  unhappiness  become  less  can  sympathy  become  grea- 
ter. *  J  *  .  But  as  the  moulding  and  remoulding  of 
man  and  society  into  mutual  fitness  progresses,  and  as 
the  pains  caused  by  unfitness  decease,  sympathy  can 
increase  in  presence  of  the  pleasures  that  come  from  fit- 
ness. The  two  changes  are  indeed,  so  related  that  each 
furthers  the  other."  (  Ibid,  p.  246  ).  And  in  this  wa)% 
ultimately,  with  the  evolution  of  sympathy  in  the  hig- 
hest degree,  "there  will  disappear  that  apparently 
permanent  opposition  between  egoism  and  altruism, 
implied  by,  the  compromise.  «  *  .  Subjectively 
looked  at,  the  conciliation  will  be  such  that  the  indivi- 
dual will  not  have  to  balance  between  self-regarding 
impulses  and  other-regarding  impulses  ;  but  instead, 
those  satisfactions  of  other-regarding  impulses  which 
involve  self-sacrifice,  becoming  rare  and  much  prized, 
will  be  so  unhesitatingly  preferred  that  the  competition 
of  self-regarding  impulses  with  them  will  scarcely  be  felt. 
*  *  .  Meanwhile,  the  conciliation  objectively  consi- 
dered will  be  equally  complete.  Though  each,  no  longer 
needing  to  maintain  his  egoistic  claims,  will  tend  rather 
when  occasion  offers  to  surrender  them,  yet  others,  simi- 
larly natured,  will  not  permit  him  in  any  large  measure 
to  do  this  ;  and  that  fulfilment  of  personal  desires  requi- 
red for  competition  of  his  life  will  thus  be  secured  to 
him  :  though  not  now  egoistic  in  the  ordinary  sense, 
yet  the  effects  of  due  egoism  will  be  achieved".  *  * 
"Far  off  as   seems  such  a  state,  yet  every  one  of  the 
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factors  counted  on  to  produce  it  may  already  be  traced 
in  operation  among  those  of  highest  natures.  What 
now  in  them  is  occasional  and  feeble,  may  be  expected 
with  further  evolution  to  become  habitual  and  strong  ; 
and  wliat  now  characterizes  the  exceptionally  high  may 
be  expected  eventually  to  characterize  all.  For  that 
which  the  best  human  nature  is  capable  of,  is  within  the 
reach  of  human  nature  at  large."  (  Ibid,  pp.  256—57  ). 

Criticism. 

(a)  We  have  found  that  H.  Spencer  explains  the 
moral  life  by  reference  to  the  beginning.  But,  is  it  the 
proper  way  of  interpreting  it  ?  The  answer  seems  to  be 
in  the  negative.  "We  may  naturally  expect  the  theory 
of  evolution  to  throw  light  on  such  questions  as  the 
growth  of  moral  feelings  and  ideas,  and  of  the  customs 
and  institutions  in  which  moralitj'^  is  expressed  and  em- 
bodied. P>ut  to  show  the  process  morality  has  passed 
through  in  the  individual  mind  and  in  society  still  leaves 
unanswered  the  questions  as  to  the  moral  ideal  and  the 
distinction  between  good  and  evil  in  conduct.  It  is 
necessarj'^,  therefore,  to  keep  clearly  before  us  the  differ- 
ence between  the  historical  and  the  ethical  problem 
*»**.(  Prof  Sorlejr,  Ethics  of  Naturalism, 
p.  146  ).  The  same  view  is  expressed  in  Prof.  Huxley's 
Romanes  Lecture  :  'The  propounders  of  what  are  called 
the  "ethics  of  evolution'',  *  *  *  adduce  a  number 
of  more  or  less  interesting  facts  and  more  or  less  sound 
arguments,  in  favour  of  the  origin  of  the  moral  senti- 
ments, in  the  same  way  as  other  natural  phenomena,  by 
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a  process  of  evolution.  *  *  *  .  Cosmic  evolution 
may  teach  us  how  the  good  and  the  evil  tendencies  of 
man  may  have  come  about  ;  but,  in  itself,  it  is  incom- 
petent to  furnish  any  better  reason  why  what  we  call 
good  is  preferable  to  what  we  call  evil  than  we  had  be- 
fore".— Evolution  and  Ethics  (  Collected  Essays,  vol. 
IX,  pp.  79 — 80  )  "The  ethical  writings  of  the  evolution- 
ists, indeed,  often  confuse  the  problems  of  history  and 
theory"  of  morality.  Moreover,  Ethics  being  a  norma- 
tive science,  it  is  primarily  concerned  with  the  investiga- 
tion of  the  norm  or  ideal  of  morality.  Now,  the  ideal 
of  the  moral  life,  like  any  other  ideal,  is  hidden  in  the 
beginning,  and  becomes  perceptible  only  in  the  highest 
stage  or  the  goal.  So  that  it  would  be  more  appropriate 
to  explain  the  moral  life  bj'  reference  to  the  end  rather 
than  the  beginning.  Hence  H.  Spencer's  way  of  inter- 
preting the  moral  life  by  reference  to  the  beginning  is 
misleading. 

[b)  His  theory  involves  the  fallacy  of  histeron  pro- 
teron,  i.  e.  putting  the  cart  before  the  horse.  For  what 
is  the  meaning  of  saying  that  the  evolution  of  our  life 
consists  in  a  continuous  process  of  adjustment  to  our 
environment  ?  tt  cannot  be  denied  that  there  is  such 
an  adjustment  continually  going  on  in  our  life.  'J'he 
progress  of  our  knowledge,  the  progress  of  our  arts,  the 
progress  of  our  morality  and  religion,  all  imply  such  ad- 
justment. But  what  is  the  exact  meaning  of  such  ad- 
justment ?  .Adjustment  is  the  result  of  activity,  and 
this  activity  must  be  directed  to  an  end  which  we  mean 
to  attain  by  the  adjustment.    So  that  the  adjustment  is 
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a  tneans  Lo  an  end,  not  itself  an  end.  Again,  adjustment 
implies  a  standard  of  a  relation  by  which  we  shall  be 
able  to  determine  whether  there  is,  in  a  particular  instance, 
such  adjustment  or  not.  Where,  then,  does  this  stan- 
dard h'e  ?  It  is  certain  that  it  does  not  lie  in  the  cons- 
ciousness of  the  lower  animals,  because  they  instinc- 
tively adjust  themselves  to  their  environment.  But  in 
the  case  of  self-conscious  beings  as  men,  this  adjustment 
is  the  result  of  their  conscious  effort  ;  they  want  to 
make  this  adjustment,  because  they  want  to  realise  an 
ideal  through  it.  And  as  the  ideal  can  lie  not  in  the 
environment  but  in  themselves,  it  is  rather  proper  to 
say  that  they  are  not  adjusted  to  the  environment, 
but  the)'  adjust  the  environment  to  themselves  :  or 
in  other  words,  they  idealise  the  enviroment,  ins- 
tead of  being  naturalised  by  it.  If  men  were  merely 
natural  beings  like  the  lower  animals,  they  would  be 
most  easily  adjusted  to  the  environment  ;  but,  being 
self-conscious  spirits,  the)'  constanly  tr)'  to  rise  above 
it,  or  more  truly,  to  raise  it  to  the  level  of  their  ideal  of 
life.  Hence  the  never-ceasing  conflict  between  them 
and  the  world.  Adjustment  is,  therefore,  meaningless 
without  the  presupposition  of  some  ideal  form  of  adjust- 
ment -  some  ultimate  end — which  they  seek  consciously 
or  unconsciously,  to  realise  through  it.  If  this  is  true, 
then  the  idea  of  this  ultimate  end  should  be  the  starting 
point,  rather  than  the  mere  idea  of  the  process  of  adjust- 
ment. ''Though  it  seems  natural  to  begin  at  the  begin- 
ning in  our  explanation  and  move  on,  through  the  pro- 
cess to  the  etid  ;  yet  since  in   this  case  it  is   the  end  by 
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which  the   process  is  determined,   it  is  rather  at  the  end 
that  we  ought  to  begin."     (  See,  Prof.  Mackenzie's  Man 
ual  of  Etliics,  pp.125 — 27;  and   also    Pro.   Alexander's 
Moral  order  and  Progress,  pp.  266- — 'j'j  ). 

(3)  The  alliance  formed  by  the  evolutionary  ethics 
with  Hedonism  is  equally  unsupportable.  There  is  a 
complete  want  of  harmony  between  them.  In  the  first 
place,  "the  theory  of  evolution  is,  in  tendency,  hostile  to 
the  egoistic  principle."  The  conclusions  of  Biology  con- 
trovert the  main  contention  of  Hedonism  that  pleasure 
is  the  only  thing  desired  and  therefore  the  only  end  of 
human  conduct.  "They  show  that  impulse  and. desire 
precede  the  feeling  of  pleasure,  and  not  vice  versa.  Plea- 
sure indeed  follows  upon  successful  effort  :  it  is  the 
sign  of  it  ;  l*it  the  impulse  or  desire  to  exercise  the  fun- 
ction precedes  and  conditions  the  pleasure,  not  vice  versa. 
In  human  life  tlie  object  gives  us  pleasure,  in  the  first 
place,  because  we  desire  it  ;  we  do  not  desire  it  because 
it  gives  us  pleasure.  ''  We  may,  of  course,  afterwards, 
make  the  pleasure  the  object  of  our  desire.  These  facts 
clearly  prove  that  pleasure  is  not  the  only  thing  desired. 

In  the  second  place,  the  main  contention  of  evolu- 
tionism that  the  "  increase  of  life  '',  which,  as  the  end 
of  evolution,  is  to  be  the  portion  of  the  "completely  ad- 
apted man  in  the  completely  evolved  society"  is  valu- 
able, because  it  brings  the  increase  of  pleasure  along  with 
it,  and  which,  thus,  seems  to  support  Hedonism,  is  found, 
on  examination,  to  be  not  strictly  true.  No  doubt,  it  is  true 
that  the  increase  of  life  brings  about  the  increase  of  capa- 
cities and  powers  ;  but  this  increase   is  not  necessarily 
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followed  by  the  increase  of  capacities  of  enjoyment,  as 
the  evolutionists  contend  that  it  is.  Are  the  more  highly 
developed  individuals  and  nations  happier  than  the  less 
developed  ?  The  answer  seems  to  be  in  the  negative. 
For,  these  capacities  and  powers  often  throw  them  into 
situations  which  may  require  considerable  sacrifice  of 
their  happiness.  Sir.  L.  Stephen  admits  this  and  obser- 
ves that  "to  exhort  a  man  to  virtue  may  be  to  exhort 
him  to  acquire  a  faculty  which  will,  in  many  cases,  make 
him  less  fit  than  the  less  moral  man  for  getting  the  gre- 
atest amount  of  happiness  from  a  given  combination  of 
circumstances.''  With  regard  to  the  incongruity  between 
evolutionism  and  hedonism  Prof,  Sorley  remarks:  "The 
ends  of  evolutionism  and  of  hedonism  cannot  be  made 
to  explain  one  another.  The  theory  which  starts  with  a 
maximum  of  pleasure  as  the  ultimate  end,  but  points  to 
the  course  of  evolution  as  showing  how  that  end  is  to 
be  realised,  is  confronted  by  the  fsict  that  the  develop- 
ment of  life  does  not  always  tend  to  increased  pleasure, 
and  that  the  laws  of  its  development  cannot  therefore 
be  safely  adopted  as  maxims  for  the  attainment  of  plea- 
sure. The  same  objection  may  be  taken  to  the  method 
of  the  pleasurable  results  of  conduct.  The  two  do  not 
correspond  with  that  exactness  which  would  admit  of 
one  doing  duty  for  the  other  as  a  practical  guide.  And 
a  further  difficulty  has  been  shown  to  stand  in  the  way 
of  this  method.  For,  on  coming  to  analyse  pleasure, 
we  find  that  it  may,  by  habituation,  arise  from  any — or 
almost  any — course  of  conduct  which  is  consistent  with 
the  conditions  of  existence.    The  evolutionist,  therefore, 
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can  have  no  surer  idea  of  greatest  pleasure — even  al- 
though this  may  not  be  a  very  sure  one — than  that  it 
will  follow  in  the  train  of  the  greatest  or  most  varied 
activity  which  harmonises  with  the  laws  of  life."  (Ethics 
of  Naturalism,  pp.  243-44).  Again,  "the  course  of  evo- 
lution does  not  tend  to  increase  the  pleasure  in  life  at 
the  expense  of  the  pain  in  it,  and,  that,  therefore,  even 
although  pleasure  and  evolution  may  both  of  them  be 
possible  ends  of  conduct,  they  are  ends  which  point  in 
different  directions  and  lead  to  different  courses  of 
action.''    (  Ibid,  p.  2 1 6  ). 

{d)  Another  serious  defect  in  H.  Spencer's  theory  is 
that  his  hypothesis  that  the  goal  of  evolution  is  the  per- 
fect equilibrium  between  function  and  environment  is  it- 
self Open  to  a  grave  doubt.  The  very  nature  of  evolution 
is  that  it  is  a  process  of  struggle.  When  this  struggle  comes 
to  an  end,  when  an  absolute  state  of  equilibrium  is  esta- 
blished between  function  and  environment,  when  every 
kind  of  pain  and  conflict  is  excluded  from  it,  the  com- 
pletely adapted  man  reaches  a  state  which  has  no  other 
analogue  than  death.  It  is  a  state  of  absolute  death — 
absolute  Nirvan,  not  a  state  of  life — a  living  struggle. 
Evolution  does  not  know  such  a  state  of  complete  cessa- 
tion of  activity.  It  is  true  that  H.  Spencer  describes  such  a 
state  as'a  state  of  "moving  equilibrium,*  not  as  a  state  of 
absolute  stagnation.  (  Cf.  Prof  Alexander,  Moral  Order 
and  Progress,  p  268,  §  8  ).  But  the  difficulty  cannot  be 
obviated  in  this  way.  In  this  connection  Prof  Sorley 
has  truly  observed  :  "if  'adaptation'  is  still  regarded  as 
expressing  the  end,  then,  the  more  perfect  this  adapta- 
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tion  is  the  less  room  seems  left  for  change,  and  conse- 
quently, for  progress,  and  the  end  of  human  conduct 
is  placed  in  a  state  of  moving  equilibrium  in  which 
action  takes  place  without  a  jar  and  without  disturbing 
the  play  of  external  conditions/'  (  Ethics  of  Naturalism, 
p  252  ).  Again,  such  a  state  of  perfect  equilibrium  can- 
not be  shown  to  lead  to  happiness.  There  seems  to  be 
no  necessary  correspondence  between  "the  establish- 
ment of  the  greatest  perfection,  and  most  complete 
happiness.'^  "It  is  not  at  all  certain  that  the  result  of 
perfectly  adapted  function  would  be  a  continuance  of 
greatly  increased  pleasure.  It  is  true  that  all  the  pains 
of  disharmony  between  inner  desire  or  feeling  and  outer 
circumstances  would,  in  such  a  case,  disappear  ;  but 
with  them  also  there  would  be  lost  the  varied  pleasures 
of  pursuit  and  successful  struggle.  It  cannot  even  be 
assumed  that  other  pleasures  would  continue  as  intense 
as  before.  For,  as  acts  are  performed  more  easily,  and 
thus  with  less  conscious  volition,  they  gradually  pass 
into  the  background  of  consciousness,  or  out  of  conscious- 
ness altogether  ;  and  the  pleasure  accompanying  tliem 
fades  gradually  away  as  they  cease  to  occupy  the,  atten- 
tion, 'where  action  is  perfectly  automatic,  feeling  does 
not  exist'.  (  Spencer,  Psychology,  §  212,  i,  478  ).  The 
so-called  'passive'  pleasures  might  still  remain.  But  the 
act  of  effort  being  no  longer  necessary  for  adjustment  of 
inner  to  outer  relations  might  have  the  effects  of  making 
the  "moving  equilibrium"  still  called  "life"  automatic 
in  every  detail.  Indeed,  if  the  suggestions  of  the  ''First 
Principles"  (  p  489  )  are  to  be  carried  out,  it  would  seem 
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that  the  moving  equilibrium  is  a  'transitional  state  on 
the  way  to  complete  equilibrium/'  which  is  another 
name  for  death.  So  far,  therefore,  from  heightened 
pleasure  being  the  result  of  completely  perfect  adjust- 
ment of  inner  to  outer  relations,  this  adjustment  would 
seem  to  reach  its  natural  goal  in  unconsciousness.''  { Ibid, 
pp.  256 — 57  ).  This  conclusion  that  "we  ought  to  pro- 
mote the  end  of  evolution  and  that  this  end  is  annihila- 
tion, is  inconsistent  with  the  postulate  always  implied 
by  Spencer's  ethics — the  postulate  that  conduct  should 
promote  evolution  because  life  is  desirable,  and  increase 
of  life  comes  with  the  process  of  evolution." 

Even  if  it  is  supposed  that  such  a  state  is  possible, 
it  is  doubtful  whether  it  can  be  the  idea  of  life  to  a  man 
as  man,  i.  e.  as  a  self-conscious  spirit.  For  the  absolute 
cessation  of  activity  means  the  cessation  of  his  self  cons- 
ciousness.    It  is  something  like  Buddhistic  Nirvan. 

{e)  H.  Spencer's  account  of  the  genesis  of  the  moral 
consciousness  seems  to  be  beside  the  mark.  According 
to  him  the  moral  consciousness  is  the  consciousness  of 
the  control  of  the  presentative  feelings  by  the  represen- 
tative feelings  ;  and  this  control,  not  being  natural,  is 
effected  by  the  agency  of  some  external  restraints  which 
produce,  through  habituation,  another  restraint  called 
moral.  This  moral  restraint,  then,  like  the  Moral  Sense 
or  Conscience  of  the  intuitionists,  becomes  an  indepen- 
dent internal  force  which  rules  the  presentative  feelings, 
subordinating  them  to  the  representative.  In  this 
account  a  confusion  is  evidently  involved.  The  so-called 
moral  control,  though  internal,  is  onlj^  a  product  of  the 


MORAL  PHILOSOPHY.  ii7 

"external  controls''  and  is,  therefore,  psychological  in 
character,  not  moral  at  all.  Here,  therefore,  what  is  is 
confounded  with  what  ought  to  be — the  history  of  a 
fact  with  its  validity.  In  this  connection  Dr.  Sidgwick 
has  truly  observed  :  "we  may  observe  that  prit^a  facie 
this  is  an  explanation  of  how  our  moral  sentiments  and 
current  rules  have  come  to  be  what  they  are.  not  a 
deduction  of  what  our  rules  ought  to  be.  The  distinc- 
tion between  them  is  very  important     *     *     «     /> 

Again,  it  is  very  difficult  to  see  how  merely  external 
controls  can  produce  an  internal  control  quite  indepen- 
dent of  them  unless  it  already  exists  in  human  nature, 
in  inchoate  form,  as  a  principle  capable  of  ruling  and 
organising  the  feelings  j  because  if  the  two  classes  of 
feelings  presentative  and  representative  are  absolutely 
antagonistic  and  unrelated  to  one  another,  no  force  in 
the  world  can  harmonise  them.  (  The  further,  develop- 
ment of  this  point  may  be  found  in  the  criticism  of  the 
doctrine  of  ''moral  sanctions"  in  Chap.  IV  of  this 
Hook  ). 

Even  if  it  is  supposed  that  such  a  product  is  possible, 
the  fconsequence  of  it  will  be  that  man  will  be  perfectly 
naturalised  ;  "the  laws  of  his  environment,  physical  and 
social,  will  become  the  laws  of  his  own  life  ;  the  mould- 
ing of  him  into  the  form  of  his  environment  will  be 
perfected.''  "Thus  the  evolution  of  morality  will  fall 
within  the  evolution  of  nature,  and  only  a  fancied  eman- 
cipation from  the  necessity  of  'nature  of  things'  is  only 
a  demonstration  of  the  perfection  of  nature's  mastery 
over  us.''     ts  such   a  complete  naturalisation   of  man 
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possible,  having  regard  to  the  fact  that  he  is  also  a 
rational  and  thus  a  supernatural  being  ?  In  fact,  Spen- 
cer's whole  account  of  the  genesis  of  the  moral  cons- 
ciousness is  based  on  the  erroneous  supposition  that 
man  is  essentially  a  natural  being  and  even  his  reason  is 
a  product  of  natural  processes  and  that,  thus,  the  moral 
process  is  reducible  to  a  natural  process.  (  See  the  criti- 
cism of  Utilitarianism  in  Chap.  IV  of  this  Book  ). 

Spencer's  account  of  the  genesis  of  the  sense  of  moral 
obligation  is  also  full  of  inconsistencies.  Moral  consci- 
ousness involves  the  sense  of  moral  obligation  which, 
again,  involves  the  elements  of  authoritativeness  and  coet- 
civeness.  But  he  tells  us  that  the  sense  of  obligation 
diminishes  as  fast  as  moralisation  increases,  and  disap- 
pears altogether  when  the  moral  consciousness  is  perfect- 
ly developed,  i.  e.  when  it  becomes  perfectly  independent 
of  its  asspciation  with  the  external  controls.  It  is  not 
difficult  to  see  that  the  element  of  coerciveness  which  is 
transferred  to  the  moral  control  ;by  its  association  with 
the  external  controls  from  which  it  originates,  may,  with 
the  separation  of  the  former  from  the  latter,  drops  alto- 
gether ;  but  it  is  very  difficult  to  see  why  the  element  of 
authoritativeness  also  will  disappear  as  moralisation  in- 
creases. For  the  disappearance  of  the  element  of  autho- 
ritativeness means  the  disappearance  of  the  authorita- 
tiveness of  the  representative  feelings  over  the  presenta- 
tive,  and  thus  the  disappearance  of  the  moral  conscious- 
ness itself 

Infact,  the  moral  consciousness  does  not  involve  any 
element   of  external   coercion  as  supposed   by  Spencer. 


MORAL    PHILOSOPHY.  119 

The  very  idea  of  external  coercion  is  opposed  to  the  idea 
of  morality.  Morality  consists  in  free  obedience  to  a  self- 
imposed  law  ;  and  the  action  done  from  external  coer- 
cion is  not  moral  at  all.  And  even  when  this  element 
of  external  coercion  is  dropped  with  the  increase  of  mo- 
ralisation,  the  action  is  still  non-moral,  inasmuch  as  it 
is  determined  by  an  impulse  (  i.  e.  the  moral  control  ) 
which  itself  is  non-moral.  The  truth  is,  the  sense  of 
moral  obligation  or  duty  canot  be  accounted  for  on  the 
hedonistic  principle.  The  ethics  of  sensibility  is  the 
science  of  "is"  or  "must",  not  a  theory  of  "aught-to-be". 
The  true  element  of  coercion  involved  in  the  moral  cons- 
ciousness is  the  element  of  internal  coercion  which  is 
imposed  by  the  moral  ideal  upon  the  actugil — by  the 
higher  or  rational  self  upon  the  lower  or  sensuous  self  ; 
in  a  word,  it  is  a  self-imposed  coercion — it  is  true  free- 
dom. Therefore,  instead  of  disappearing,  the  strength  of 
authoritativeness  and  coercion  increases  as  fast  as  mora- 
lisation  increases  ;  the  more  a  man  becomes  moralised 
the  more  does  he  feel  their  rigor  ;  the  demand  of  the 
sense  of  duty  grows  more  and  more  imperative  as  it  de- 
velops. 

(f)  Spencer's  attempt  to  reconcile  egoism  and  altr- 
uism is  likewise  a  failure.  He  has  described  only  the 
process  by  which  they  have  come  to  be  reconciled  in  the 
course  of  years  or  ages.  But  this  is  not  accounting  for 
the  "should  be"  of  such  reconciliation.  Why  should  ego- 
ism and  altruism  be  reconciled  at  all  ?  Why  should  they 
not  bo  allowed  to  go  on  fighting  with  one  another  ? 
These  questions  are  left  unanswered   by   him.     Here, 
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therefore,  as  elsewhere,  he  confounds  histoiy  with  vali- 
dity—science with  ethics — "is"  or  "must"  with  "aught-to- 
be".  The  fact  is,  egoism  and  altruism  cannot  be  recon- 
ciled from  the  standpoint  of  hedonism.  Hedonism 
starts  with  the  presupposition  that  human  nature  is 
essentially  sentient,  and  thus  the  egoistic  and  altruistic 
impulses  are  absolutely  antagonistic  to  one  another  with- 
out having  any  principle  of  linity  and  organisation  bacjc 
of  them.  Hence  the  hedonist's  attempt  to  reconcile 
them  through  the  agency  of  some  external  pressures  va- 
riously called  "sanctions",  "controls",  &c.  But  we  have 
found  in  the  critical  examination  of  the  doctrine  of  "san- 
ctions of  morality"  (  Chapter  IV  of  this  Book )  how  such 
an  attempt  has  failed  altogether.  Even  some  of  the  pro- 
minet  hedonists  admit  the  impossibility  of  reconciling 
egoism  and  altruism  on  purely  hedonistic  principle.  Sir 
L.  Stephen  admits  a  permanent  conflict  between  the 
path  of  duty  and  the  path  of  happiness  ;  and  that  by 
acting  rightly,  even  the  virtuous  man  will  sometimes  be 
making  a  sacaifice.  He  also  acknowledges  that  there  is 
a  permanent  dualism  between  the  "prudential"  and  the 
"social"  rules  of  life.  Even  Spencer  acknowledges  "a 
deep  and  involved",  though  not  permanent,  "derange- 
ment of  the  natural  connections  between  pleasureis  and 
beneficial  actions,  and  between  pains  and  detrimental 
actions".  Prof.  Sorley  observes  that  "the  feeling  of  plea- 
sure is  just  the  point  where  individualism  is  strongest, 
and  in  regard  to  which  mankind,  instead  of  being  an  or- 
ganism in  which  each  part  but  subserves  the  purposes  of 
the  whole,  iflust  rather  be  regarded   as  a  collection  of 
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competing  and  co-operating  units."     (  Ethics   of  Natura- 
lism, p.  183  ). 

(4)    Sir  Leslie  Stephen's  Ethical  Views  : 

We  have  found  that  according  to  H.  Spencer  the 
ultimate  end  of  conduct  is  the  perfect  preservation  and 
development  of  life,  and  that  such  preservation  and  deve- 
lopment consist  in  the  perfect  adjustment  between  the 
organism  and  environment,  the  latter  including  not  only 
the  physical  world,  but  also  society.  Thus  the  adjust- 
ment to  society  is  included  in  the  supreme  end  of  con- 
duct. But,  yet,  his  conception  of  the  relation  between 
the  individual  and  society  seems,  after  all,  to  be  indivi- 
dualistic ; — the  individuals  are  still  distinct  and  indepen- 
dent units,  and  thus  the  supreme  end  of  life  is,  directly, 
self-preservation,  and  only  indirectly,  race-preservation  ; 
because  it  is  found  from  experience  that  the  self  and  the 
race  develop  pari  passu,  and  thus  aid  one  another's  pre- 
servation and  development.  And  his  treatment  of  ego- 
ism and  altruism  plainly  shows  that  he  has  never  tried 
to  reconcile  them  by  applying  the  conception  of  the  soci- 
al organism.  He  has,  therefore,  omitted  the  considera- 
tion of  this  important  point  in  the  interpretation  of  his 
ethical  views.  In  his  "Science  of  Ethics"  Sir  Leslie 
Stephen  has  applied  this  conception  with  sufficient  skill 
to  interpret  the  moral  facts.  He  distinguishes  the  empi- 
rical utilitarianism  of  Bentham  and  Mill  from  the  scien- 
tific utilitarianism  as  propounded  by  himself  The  former 
is  based  upon  the  erroneous  conception  that  society  is  a 
mechanical  aggregate  of  persons,  and  that,  thus,  the  rel^- 
16 
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tion  between  individuals  and  society  is  merely  external 
and  mechanical ;  while  the  latter  regards  society  as  an 
organism — an  organised  system  of  persons,  thus  concei- 
ving the  relation  between  it  and  its  constituent  members 
to  be  wholly  internal  and  organic.  Though  the  empiri- 
cal utilitarians  speak  of  "the  greatest  happiness  of  the 
greatest  number"  as  the  supreme  good,  yet  they  regard 
"the  greatest  number"  as  a  mechanical  aggregate  of  inde- 
pendent units — the  individuals.  But  the  true  unit,  ac- 
cording to  him,  is  not  the  individual,  but  society.  Again, 
neither  the  individual  nor  society  is  static,  as  the  empi- 
,rical  utilitarians  suppose  them  to  be,  but  they  change — 
grow  and  develop — and  march  towards  a  goal^the  evo- 
lution of  the  social  "type",  or  the  "most  vitally  efficient" 
form  of  society  in  which  all  the  members  are  so  integra- 
ted that  they  most  harmoniously  co-operate  to  promote 
its  welfare  with  greatest  efficiency. 

Such  being  the  case,  the  ultimate  end  of  conduct 
should  not  be  merely  to  produce  the  "greatest  happiness" 
whether  of  the  individual,  or  of  "the  greatest  number", 
but  to  promote  the  health  and  efficiency  of  the  social 
organism,  or  more  properly,  of  the  "social  tissue".  For, 
human  life  is  not  a  merely  mechanical  aggregate  of  dis- 
tinct and  isolated  acts,  the  pleasurable  or  painful  conse- 
quences of  which  may  be  definitely  and  seperately  calcu- 
lated ;  but  an  organic  growth,  each  act  in  which  has  a 
significance  in  so  far  as  it  affects,  for^good  or  ill,  not  only 
its  temporary  state,  but  also  the  very  "substance  of  its 
fundamental  structure".  "The  scientific  criterion,  there- 
fore, is  not  happiness,  but  health,''  and  the  true  starting 
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point  of  all  ethical  investigation  must  begin,  not  with 
the  individual,  but  with  society  ;  because  the  welfare 
of  the  individual  can  be  known  only  when  the  welfare 
of  the  whole  is  known,  just  as  the  welfare  of  a  limb  is 
known  when  we  know  the  welfare  of  the  organism  as  a 
whole.  Hence  the  true  law  of  the  moral  life  is  obtained 
by  knowing  the  law  of  the  social  organism.  In  this 
way  he  substitutes  the  health  or  efficiency  of  society 
for  "the  greatest  happiness  of  the  greatest  number''  of 
Benthani  and  Mill,  and  the  "absolute  end"  of  H.  Spen- 
cer, as  the  supreme  end  of  conduct.  But,  yet,  he  is  a 
hedonist.  Happiness  and  health  are,  according  to  him, 
not  two  really  divergent  criteria,  but  "on  the  contrary, 
they  necessarily  tend  to  coincide".  "Tin  'useful'  in  the 
sense  of  pleasure-giving,  must  approximately  coincide 
with  'useful'  in  the  sense  of  life-preserving.  *  *  * 
We  must  suppose  that  pain  and  pleasure  are  the  correla- 
tives of  certain  states  which  may  be  roughly  regarded 
as  the  smooth  and  the  distracted  working  of  the  physi- 
cal machinery,  and  that,  given  those  states,  the  sensa- 
tion must  always  be  present."  And  we  are  told  that 
these  two  forms  of  utility  tend  to  coincide  along  with 
the  evolution  of  society. 

Now,  social  welfare  being  the  ultimate  end  of  con- 
duct, our  duty  consists  in  the  fulfilment  of  the  condi- 
tions of  such  welfare.  Hence,  "a  moral  rule  is  a  state- 
ment of  a  condition  of  social  welfare",  and  morality, 
"the  sum  of  the  preservative  instincts  of  a  society.'' 
Virtue  consists  in  efficiency  to  maintain  the  social  equili- 
brium ;  and  a  man's  virtuousness  varies  directly   with 
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this  efficiency.  Man,  as  an  integral  member  of  society, 
cannot  but  be  sympathetic  ;  and  this  sympathetic  na- 
ture, being  "pre-eminently  useful  to  the  social  organism," 
is  fostered  and  developed,  and  in  course  of  time  be- 
comes "extended  and  enlightened".  "Every  extension 
of  reasoning  power  implies  a  wider  and  closer  identi- 
fication of  self  with  others,  and  therefore,  a  greater 
tendency  to  merge  the  prudential  in  the  social  axiom 
as  a  first  principle  of  conduct."  Tlius  arises  the  cons- 
cience, the  subjective  side  of  morality,  which  is  nothing 
but  the  social  instinct  or  sympathy  for  the  social  wel- 
fare or  health.  Hence,  "the  conscience  is  the  utterance 
of  the  public  spirit  of  the  race,  ordering  us  to  fulfil  the 
primary  conditjpns  of  its  welfare." 

The  problem  of  conciliation  between  egoism  and 
altruism  can  be  easily  solved  by  applying  the  idea  of 
the  "social  organism".  The  egoistic  and  altruistic  im- 
pulses represent  the  two  correlative  sides  of  the  indivi- 
dual. The  former  class  of  impulses  represents  that  side 
of  him  in  virtue  of  which  he  is  a  distinct  being,  differing 
from  all  other  individuals,  and  the  latter  represents  that 
side  in  virtue  of  which  he  is  an  integral  part  of  society. 
Thus  there  is  no  absolute  antagonism  between  these 
two  classes  of  impulses.  "The  difference  between  the 
sympathetic  and  non-sympathetic  feelings  is  a  difference 
in  their  law  or  in  the  fundamental  axiom  which  they 
embody.''  'The  sympathetic  being  becomes,  in  virtue 
of  his  sympathies,  a  constituent  part  of  a  larger  ongani- 
sation.  He  is  no  more  intelligible  by  himself  alone 
than  the  limb  is  in  all  its  properties  intelligible  without 
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reference  to  the  body."  Thus  these  two  apparently 
opposite  classes  of  impulses  naturally  tend  to  coincide 
as  moralisation  increases,  'and  ultimately  merge  into 
each  other  in  such  a  wise  as  leave  no  gap  between  them. 
In  this  way,  in  the  course  of  evolution,  there  is  pro- 
duced "not  merely  a  type  of  conduct,  but  a  type 
of  character,  not  merely  altruistic  conduct,  but  'the 
elaboration  and  regulation  of  the  sympathetic  character 
which  takes  place  through  the  social  factor'." 

(5)    Prof.  S.  Alexander's  Ethical  views  : 

Prof.  Alexander  also  applies  the  idea  of  the  social 
organism,  oi'  rather  "the  social  order''  as  called  by  him, 
to  explain  the  moral  facts.  "We  must  neither  assume," 
says  he,  "that  the  individual  is  an  independent  atom, 
nor  that  there  is  an  authoritative  and  binding  command 
which  is  given  irrespectively  of  him.  On  the  contrar)', 
we  must  take  society  and  the  individual  as  we  find 
them  in  fact,  the  latter  with  ties  that  bind  liini  to  others, 
the  former  as  something  which  we  have  never  known 
to  be  formed  by  the  mere  coalescence  of  separate  and 
independent  individuals."  (  Moral  Order  and  Progress, 
p  96  ).  We  may  therefore  consider  the  individual  from 
two  stand-points  :  (a)  we  may  take  his  life  by  itself,  or 
(b)  we  may  take  it  as  related  to  the  life  of  societ3^  In 
both  cases  the  life  is  an  organisation  of  acts. 

(«)  In  the  individual  life  all  the  acts  are  unified  into 
a  system  or  order  ;  so  that  a  particular  "act  is  required  by 
the  past  and  the  future  needs  of  the  individual,  taken 
as  he  is  with  all  his  faculties."    "Thus  a  good  act  implies 


126  MORAL   PHILOSOPHY. 

an  order  or  system  of  acts  which  are  regulated  by  refe- 
rence to  each  other.  By  the  success  with  which  it  attains 
the  standard  required  by  it5  own  place  in  this  system 
its  goodness  is  decided.  The  good  life  as  a  whole  is  a 
system  of  conscious  acts,  where  each  function  has  its 
limits  prescribed  to  it  by  the  demands  of  all  other  func- 
tions, so  that  no  faculty  shall  perform  its  functions  to 
the  detriment  of  another.''  "The  goodness  of  an  act, 
then,  appears  to  depend  upon  its  occupying  a  definite 
position  in  an  equilibrated  order  of  action."  "A  vice 
implies  a  distortion  or  caricature  of  the  nature,  whether 
in  the  way  of  excess  or  defect,  which  leaves  the  com- 
plete meaning  of  the  nature  undevelopeS  ;  vice  sins 
against  the  dignity  of  human  nature,  because  it  throws 
the  mind  off  its  balance.''  (  Ibid,  pp.  88 — loo  ).  Again, 
"the  good  character  by  conformity  to  which  any  act  is 
judged  as  good  or  bad  is  thus  an  order  or  systematic 
arrangement  of  volitions  *  *  *  .  Any  character, 
whether  good  or  bad,  consists  of  the  various  conscious 
acts  which,  b}'^  their  connection  with  one  another,  and 
the  promise  they  contain  of  future  action,  present  a  man 
as  embodying  a  law  or  plan,  wliatever  that  plan  may  be. 
In  the  good  character  all  the  parts  consist  with  one  ano- 
ther.'' I  Ibid,  p  104  ).  From  a  slightly  different  stand- 
point, i.  e.  from  the  stand-point  of  its  structure,  good 
conduct  may  be  considered  as  "built  upon  a  man's 
needs  or  his  desires,  and  is  defined  as  satisfying  every 
part  of  his  nature  in  its  proportion.  Morality  establishes 
therefore  an  equilibrium  or  balance  between  the  parts  of 
a  man's  nature,   understanding  by  that   expression  the 
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various  feelings,  love,  hunger,  anger,  and  the  like,  which 
are  gratified  by  action,  and  including  in  them  not  only 
personal  wants,  but  susceptibilities  to  the  needs  of 
others.  *  *  *  Morality  means,  therefore,  an  equili- 
brium of  the  moral  sentiments,  and  conversely  any  sen- 
timent is  moral  which  can  be  equilibrated  with  the  rest.' 
(  Ibid,  pp  106 — 107).  "The  good  man  may  therefore 
be  described  either  as  an  equilibrated  order  of  conduct, 
or  equihbrium  of  moral  sentiments,  or  of  the  parts  of  his 
nature."  "The  conception  of  a  iJian's  character  is  repre- 
sented under  the  name  of  an  ideal — a  plan  of  conduct  or 
way  of  life  upon  which  he  acts.  A  bad  man's  way  of 
life  is  his  ideal  as  much  as  the  good  man's,  and  every 
one  of  his  acts  implies  such  an  ideal.  *  *  .  The  good 
man's  life  is  the  good  or  moral  ideal.  It  is  therefore  not 
called  an  ideal  to  imply  that  it  is  unattainable.  On  the 
contrary,  every  man  acts  on  his  own  ideal  and  the  good 
man  realises  the  moral.''     ( Ibid,  pp.  106 — no  ). 

{b)  As  regarded  from  the  stand-point  of  society, 
"the  predicate  'good'  applied  to  an  action  involves  more 
than  the  bare  fact  of  a  common'  interest  of  several  indi- 
vidiials.  It  means  that  the  act  is  one  by  which  the 
agent  seeks  to  perform  the  function  required  of  him  by 
his  position  in  society.  The  conception  of  "efficiency'' 
which  was  adopted  by  Clifford  to  express  the  moral 
ideal,  expresses  what  is  required  by  the  moral  judgment 
of  every  act.  Such  efficiency  depends  upon  two  things, 
that  each  person  has  a  definite  place  which  requires  of 
him  a  determinate  work  ;  and  secondly,  that  work  is 
settled  by  reference  to  tlie   conflicting   claims  of  a:ll,  or 
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to  the  demands  of  the  whole  societj'.  *  *  *  It  is 
enough  that  no  act  is  regarded  as  good  which  does  not 
at  once  satisfy  the  agent's  position  in  the  whole,  and 
maintain  a  certain  relation  between  him  and  others, 
which  secures  them  a  like  freedom  in  their  work.  Taking 
any  society  as  it  stands,  we  find  that  there  are  two 
conditions  which  all  good  conduct  must  fulfil  :  it  must 
secure  certain  claims  or  wants  on  the  part  of  the  person 
who  is  performing  it,  but  these  claims  must  be  such  as 
are  compatible  with  similarly  recognised  efforts  on  the 
parts  of  all  others.  Every  body's  work  is  different,  but 
the  duties  of  all  are  mutually  involved."  Therefore, 
"what  morality  requires  is  that  each  person  should  find 
his  place  in  a  manner  compatible  with  the  same  claims 
on  the  part  of  all, — the  highest  specialisation  being 
identical  with  the  completest  unity.  It  thus  involves 
an  equilibrium  between  the  members  of  the  society — an 
order  or  system  in  which  the  function  of  each  are  main- 
tained." "Moral  precepts  are  judgments  which  guide  us 
in  giving  utterance  to  these  needs  in  conduct.  Such 
precepts  express  the  proposition  in  which  individuals  are 
adjusted  one  to  the  other,  the  adjustment  taking  place 
on  the  basis  of  these  needs  and  impulses.''  (  Ibid,  pp. 
113,  114,  117  ).  Thus,  "good  and  bad  acts  and  conducts 
are  distinguished  by  their  adjusment  or  failure  of  adjust- 
ment to  the  social  order.  Good  conduct  falls  within  the 
order  r  bad  conduct  fails  to  adjust  itself  and  is  condem- 
ned. The  social  order  is  therefore  an  order  of  equili- 
brium in  which  every  part  has  its  claims  fully  recogni- 
sed.''   (  Ibid,  p  127  ).    Hence,  in  a  sense,  all  morality  is 
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social,  and  so  is  tlie  moral  ideal,  i.  e  the  eqtiilibrmm  of 
the  social  order  is  liie  ultimate  criterion  of  right  and 
wrong  in  conduct  ;  and  the  supreme  good  is  to  promote 
and  preserve  such  equilibrium. 

In  this  way  we. get  two  criteria  or  ideals  of  morality. 
From  the  standpoint  of  the  individual  the  ideal  is  "the 
good  man's  life"  ;  and  from  the  standpoint  of  society 
it  is  "the  equilibrium  of  the  social  order".  How  can  we 
reconcile  these  two  ideals  ?  Prof.  Alexander's  reply  as  : 
"the  individual  by  himself  was  described  as  an  order  of 
volitions,  all  of  which  in  their  continuity  made  up  ,his 
character.  On  the  other  hand,  as  social,  he  was  shown 
to  enter  into  relations  with  his  fellows,  which  deter- 
mined his  place  and  theirs  in  the  order  of  conduct.  But 
every  activity  of  his  own  is  his  contribution  to  the  rela- 
tions which  subsist  between  him  and  others.  It  is  one 
terminal  point  of  the  line  whicli  joins  him  to  them. 
The  balance  and  order  that  exists  between  his  own  acti- 
vities, regarded  as  confined  witin'n  iiimself,  is  therefore 
identical  with  the  systematic  relations  that  connect  him 
with  society,''  "The  moral  individual  is  thus  the  repro- 
duction in  small  of  the  social  order,  utilising  all  his 
powers  on  the  plan  required  alike  for  fulfilling  his  own 
function  in  that  order,  and  for  harmonising  them  with 
one  another  in  his  own  life.  «  *,  »  What  constitutes  the 
good  individual  life  is  therefore  not  a  matter  to  be  settled 
only  wit-liin  his  own  mind,  but  depends  upon  his  social 
functions,  and  is  determined  by  the  social  order." 
(  Ibid,  pp.  135,  136  ).  Thus  we  find  that  there  are  really 
not  two  ideals,  but  one,  viewed  from  two  standpoints, 
17 
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Now  an  important  question  suggests  itself :  How 
does  this  moral  ideal  orginate  ?  or,  how  is  the  moral 
equilibrium  produced  V  In  making  this  inquiry  Prof. 
Alexander  starts  with  the  hypothesis  that  there  is  a 
close  analogy  between  a  moral  ideal  and  a  natural 
species — "the  moral  ideal  as  a  system  or  order  of  con- 
duct is  simply  the  representation  of  morality  as  an 
organism."  He  then  goes  on  to  observe  :  "we  find  the 
moral  ideal  so  far  agreeing  with  a  natural  species,  that 
in  course  of  time,  by  accumulation  of  small  differences,  it 
leaves  its  original  character  behind,  and  developes  into 
a  new  form.  We  have  still  to  show  what  the  process 
is  by  which  one  ideal  comes  to  occupy  the  place  of 
another.  I  believe  that  it  is  effected  by  a  struggle  of 
ideals  which  proceeds  on  the  analogy  of  the  struggle  of 
natural  species,  and  that  it  is  the  same  process  which 
leads  to  the  variety  of  facts  summed  up  under  the  head 
of  moral  development  or  progress.''  (  Ibid,  p.  296  ). 
Thus  arises  his  famous  theory  of — 

Natural  Selection  in  Morals  : — The  theory 
of  "natural  selection"  is  the  name  for  the  process  by 
which  "a  new  species  is  produced  through  giving  rise  to 
variations  which  struggle  with  one  another  and  with 
the  parent  species.  One  of  these  varieties,  in  virtue  of 
some  natural  advantage,  is  successful  over  its  opponents, 
and  in  virtue  of  this  success  it  produces  offspring  and 
overruns  the  region  within  which  the  species  was  for- 
med." "In  the  light  of  this  process  we  may  contrast 
the  good  and  bad  in  any  one  age  as  different  varieties 
of  one  and  the  same  original  ideal.    All  good  men,  so 
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far  as  good,  represent  ideals  which  are  the  individual 
members  of  one  variety  represented  by  the  good  ideal  ; 
their  various  degrees  of  perfection  correspond  to  more 
or  less  strong,  or  swift,  or  big  members  of  the  animal 
species.  All  bad  men,  so  far  as  bad,  act  upon  ideals 
which  form  other  varieties.  There  is  a  variety  of  thieves, 
of  murderers,  and  the  like.  The  distinction  of  good 
and  bad  corresponds  to  the  domination  of  one  variety, 
that  of  the  good,  which  has  come  to  prevail  according 
to  the  process  described  in  virtue  of  its  being  a  social 
equilibrium.  Its  being  a  social  equilibrium  corresponds 
to  the  natural  advantage  of  the  successful  animal 
variety  ;  for  this  natural  advantage  is  nothing  more 
than  suitability  to  all  its  conditions  of  life.  The  good 
ideal,  then,  has  been  created  by  a  struggle  of  ideals  in 
which  it  has  predominated.  Evil  is  simply  that  which 
has  been  rejected  and  defeated  in  the  struggle  with  the 
good."  (  Ibid,  pp.  306 — 307  ).  "Hence  the  difference 
of  good  and  bad  represents  in  reality  the  struggle  or 
antagonism  by  which  the  good  establishes  its  predomi- 
nance. In  condemning  a  man  for  a  bad  act,  what  you 
say  to  him  is  in  effect,  your  ideal  is  not  the  ideal  which 
predominates  and  is  the  social  equilibrium.  The  act  of 
condemnation  represents  the  defeat  of  this  ideal  in  con- 
flict with  the  successful  variety  which  is  the  new  species, 
and  our  approvals  or  disapprovals  are  witnesses  of  the 
perpetual  struggle  of  good  against  bad  ideals.  In  decla- 
ring an  ideal  bad,  we  deny  its  reality,  deny  that  it  is 
the  true  ideal  and  we  seek  to  exterminate  it.''  (  Ibid 
P  308  ). 
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'  "But  even  more  important  tlian  the  demonstration 
of  how  the  struggle  of  natural  kinds  is  repeated  in  man 
,  under  the  form  of  good  and  evil,  is  to  bear  in  mind  the 
difference  of  the  two  cases.  In  moralit}'  the  struggle  is 
between  ideals,  and  persons  are  concerned  onh'  as  the 
bearers  of  these  ideals.  Ideals  of  conduct  exist  in  minds 
( wills ),  not  in  bodies.  Hence  two  important  differences. 
The  animal  variet)'^  predominates  by  two  concurrent 
methods  :  it  multiplies  its  offspring  and  it  exterminates 
other  animals,  and  these  two  things  are  practically  the 
same,  for  other  animals  die  out  before  the  spread  of  the 
successful.  But  in  man  the  predominance  of  the  good 
does  not  always  require,  and  except  in  extreme  cases 
never  requires,  the  extinction  of  the  opposing  person, 
btit  only  the  extinction  of  his  ideal,  or  its  retirement 
from  his  mind  or  will  in  favour  of  the  good  ideals.  *  *  * 
In  the  next  place,  whereas  animals  multiply  by  propa- 
gation of  new  individuals,  the  moral  ideal  acquires 
strength  by  teaching  and  example,  and  it  acquires 
adherents  not  only  among  the  new  generation,  but 
among  the  old.  It  spreads  by  converting  the  lukewarm 
or  the  hostile,  tlie  ideal  being  conveyed  from  one  mind 
to  another.  Hence  while  if  an  animal  variety  were 
composed  of  only  a  few  individuals  it  would  perish,  the 
reformer's  cause  may  win  thougli  lie  individually  is 
destroyed.  His  ideal  lives  on  in  the  minds  of  those 
whom  he  has  influenced,  and  his  influence  may  grow 
greater  with  iiis  death.  Once  more  it  is  plain  that  here 
too  extinction  of  opponents  is  identical  with  multiplica- 
tion of  the  variety  ;  for  it  is  the  teacliing  or   convincing 
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of  his  fellows  which  wins  the  reformer ,  friends,  and 
extirpates  their  former  ideals.  Both  in  the  struggle  of 
ideals  and  in  that  of  species  it  will  be  seen  how  success 
means  actual  increase  of  number.''  (  Ibid,  pp.  309 — 310  ). 
Criticism  : — (1)  The  most  difficult  problem  of 
Universalistic  Hedonism  is  the  reconciliation  between 
egoism  and  altruism — the  interests  of  the  individual  and 
the  interests  of  others  ;  and  to  work  out  tliis  problem 
Sir.  Leslie  Stephen  and  Prof.  Alexander  have  resorted 
to  the  conception  of  the  social  organism.  It  is;  there- 
fore, necessary  to  examine  how  far  this  conception  is 
able  to  reconcile  the  interests  of  individuals.  "At  most 
the  theory  of  organic  evolution  can  make  out  that  there 
is  a  tendency  towards  the  identification  of  the  interests 
of  the  individual  with  those  of  society.  It  cannot 
demonstrate  a  complete  identification.  Tlie  community 
has  indeed  been  called  an  organism,  and  the  individual 
spoken  of  as  a  cell  in  the  tissue  of  which  it  is  com- 
posed ;  but  we  must  avoid  pressing  this  analogy  to  the 
point  of  breaking.  Among  so  many  points  of  similarity 
between  society  and  an  individual  organism,  there  is 
one  essential  distinction, — the  social  organism  has  no 
feelings  and  thoughts  but  those  of  its  individual  mem- 
bers— the  conscious  centre  is  in  the  unit,  not  in  the 
whole  ;  whereas,  when  we  regard  tiie  individual  organ- 
ism and  its  constituent  members,  consciousness  is  seen 
to  exist  only  in  the  whole,  not  in  each  several  unit. 
The  absence  of  a  'social  sensorium'  should,  therefore, 
make  us  hesitate  to  identify  the  ends  of  individual  with 
those  of  collective  action  ;  for,  to  a  certain  extent,  the 


134  MORAL  PHILOSOPHY 

individual  can  distinguish  his  own  interests  from  those 
of  the  society,  and  prefer  the  former  :  so  that  the 
organic  unity  is  incomplete.  Every  cell  in  the  indivi- 
dual body  has  a  life-history  of  its  own,  besides  partaking 
of  the  life  of  the  organism  ;  and,  did  it  possess  the 
reason  which  "looks  before  and  after"  it  also  might 
conceivably  adopt  an  egoistic  attitude,  and  object  to  the 
subordination  of  its  private  interests  to  the  good  of  the 
whole.  In  the  same  way,  the  many  individual  lives 
which  make  up  the  social  organism — since  each  of  them 
possesses  a  separate  consciousness  —are  apt  to  disregard 
the  life  of  the  larger  whole  whose  members  they  are." 
No  doubt,  the  evolutionist  utilitarians  would  tell  them  to 
seek  their  own  happiness  in  the  happiness  of  the  com- 
munity. "But  the  obvious  remark  must  be  borne  in  . 
mind,  that  society,  the  social  organism,  cannot  experi- 
ence happiness.  How^ever  it  may  resemble  the  indivi- 
dual organism  in  the  manner  of  its  growth,  the  modes 
of  its  activity,  and  even  its  relation  to  its  component 
members,  yet  it  cannot  feel  pleasure  or  pain  as  an  in- 
dividual does.  The  'happiness  of  the  community'  does 
not  mean  the  happiness  of  the  social  organism,  but  is 
only  a  concise  formula  for  the  aggregate  happinesses  of 
the  individuals  composing  it."  "When  it  is  said,  there- 
fore— either  as  a  political  or  an  ethical  theory — that  the 
happiness  of  society  is  tlie  end  for  conduct,  the  end 
prescribed  is  altruistic  rather  than  social.  Its  object  is 
not  an  organism,  but  an  aggregate  of  individuals.''  So 
long,  therefore,  as  the  end  is  pleasure,  it  must  have 
reference  to  individuals."     (  Ethics  of  Naturalism,  pp. 
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180 — 182  )  Hence  on  purely  hedonistic  principle  it  is 
'  impossible  to  merge  the  individual  in  society — to,  recon- 
cile egoism  with  altruism.  The  social  organism  is,  after 
all,  a  metaphor,  which  is,  as.  Sir.  Leslie  Stephen  fears, 
"too  vague  to  bear  much  argumentative  stress''.  As 
Prof.  James  Seth  truly  remarks,  "from  the  point  of  view 
of  pleasure,  society  is  not  an  organism,  but  an  aggregate 
of  individuals  ;  and  if  we  speak  of  the  health  of  the 
society,  we  cannot  mean  its  happiness,  but  simply  the 
general  conditions  of  the  happiness  of  its  individual 
members.  It  does  not  feel,  they  alone  do.''  (  A  Study 
of  Ethical  Principles,  pp  132 — 133  ). 

(2)  Again,  these  theories  cannot  be  regarded  as  the 
complete  explanation  of  the  moral  ideal.  They  only 
describe  how  the  moral  ideal  has  been  originated  and 
come  to  be  what  it  is  ; — they  have,  that  is,  described 
the  natural  history  of  the  moral  ideal,  but  not  what  it 
ought  to  be.  But  ethics  is  not  concerned  with  the  genesis 
and  development  of  the  moral  ideal  and  the  moral  life,  but 
with  the  questions  :  why  is  such  ideal  worth  following, 
and  why  is  such  life  worth  living  ?  In  other  words,  the 
primary  function  of  ethics  is  to  determine  the  ground  of 
prefetence  of  one  kind  of  conduct  or  ideal  over  another — 
not  the  "is"  or  "must"  of  the  conduct  or  ideal,  but  their 
"ought-to-be";  and  the  solution  of  this  problem  does  not 
consist  in  simply  describing  how  one  kind  has  succeeded 
in  driving  out  the  other.  "Natural  Selection"  can, 
at  most,  explain  how.  a  thing  has  become  what  it  is,  not 
why  it  should  be  such  ;  and  there  are  numerous  instances 
in  which  the  survived  are  vicious  and  the  vanquished  are 
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virtuous,  and  vice  versa.  This  fact  is  admitted  by  Prof. 
Alexander  himself  "A  new  plan  of  life",  says  he,  "is 
not  made  good  because  it  succeeds  ;  its  success  is  the 
stamp,  the  imprimatur  affixed  to  it  by  the  course  of  his- 
tory, the  sign  that  it  is  good."  Even  H.  Spencer  admitted 
that  "the  survival  of  the  fittest  is  not  always  the  survival 
of  the  best  *  *  *  the  'fittest',  throughout  a  wide  range  of 
cases — perhaps  the  widest  range — are  not  the  'best'." 
(Various  Fragments,  p.  114).  What  is  it,  then,  that 
makes  the  ideaj  or  plan  of  life  good  ?  His  answer  is,  it 
is  good,  because  it  adapts  life  to  the  conditions  of  exis- 
tence— it  adjusts  society  to  its  environment^ — it  helps 
society  to  be  in  a  state  of  equilibrium.  Well.  But  we 
may  ask  why  should  we  desire  the  equilibrium  of  society 
and  its  adjustment  to  its  environment  ?  Why  should  we 
not  desire,  rather,  its  disorganisation  and  destruction  ? 
In  other  words,  what  is  it  that  makes  the  equilibrium 
and  adjustment,  not  their  opposite,  agoodlox  us?  Neither 
Sir.  Leslie  Stephen  nor  Prof  Alexander  has  ever  tried  to 
answer  these  questions  with  any  satisfaction.  They  have 
answered,  as  we  have  found,  the  questions  of  natural  his- 
tory, instead  of  the  questions  of  ethics.  In  this  connec- 
tion Prof  Sorley  has  truly  observed  :  "the  conception  of 
social  equilibrium  has  thrown  no  more  light  on  the  ethi- 
cal problem  than  the  conception  of  adaptation  to  envi- 
ronment did.  The  social  order  or  environment  must  be 
assumed  as  good  before  we  can  say  that  the  goodness  of 
conduct  consists  in  adaptation  to,  or  equilibrium  with,  it." 
We  may  ask,  again,  what  is  the  nature  of  this  so- 
called  equilibrium  ?     Is  it  stationary   or  mobile  ?     Prof 
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Alexander  tells  us  that  it  is  a  "moving  equilibrium" — it 
is  stationary  for  a  moment  and  overturned  at  the  next  ; 
"goodness  is  in  perpetual  movement  :  so  soon  as  it  is 
attained  it  becomes  evil,  and  a  fresh  standard  of  good- 
ness arises".  (  Moral  Order  and  Progress,  p.  290  ).  "The 
equilibrium  is  after  all  but  an  imaginary  state,  the  result 
of  an  imperfect  and  momentary  view  of  the  process  :  if 
we  look  a  moment  longer  we  see  that  the  forces  are  mo- 
ving forward  towards  a  new  distribution,  itself  to  be  dis- 
placed almost:  as  soon  as  it  appears.  What  significance 
is  there  then  in  continuing  to  say  that  goodness  consists 
in  such  an  equilibrium"?  Moreover,  "no  reason  has  been 
given  for  taking  the  presence  of  equilibrium  as  either  the 
samething  as,  or  as  a  test  of  goodness.  Besides,  it  is  ad- 
mitted that,  if  there  is  equilibrium  at  all,  it  is  but  for  a 
moment  :  movement  is  the  rule  of  life  ;  and  as  we  pass 
from  the  state  of  one  moment  to  face  the  future,  is  there 
no  other  guide  for  conduct  than  this  will-o'-the-wisp 
called  equilibrium  ?  'If  we  assume',  says  Prof  Alexan- 
der,— and  this  may  be  taken  as  his  answer  to  the  ques- 
tion— 'that  the  change  of  ideals  is  not  merely  a  change 
but  a  progress,  we  may  describe  morality  as  the  creation 
of  a  'better'.  But  in  this  assumption  the  whole  ethical 
question  is  begged.  If  we  call  the  change  a  progress,  we 
have  thereby  assumed  that  it  is  towards  a  'better'  state. 
And  on  what  grounds  can  the  assumption  be  justified  ? 
*  *  *  But  if  change  is  held  to  be  a  progress  and  to  point 
to  a  better,  the  assumption  is  made  that  evolution  is  an 
ethical  process — that  the  'fittest'  which  it  tends  to  preserve 
are  also  the  morally  'best'.  If  we  do  make  this  assump- 
18 
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tion,  then  the  ethical  conception  is  presupposed  in  our 
view  of  evolution  and  not  derived  from  it.  If,  on  the 
other  hand,  we  do  not  make  the  assumption,  our  distinc- 
tion between  good  and  evil  comes  to  be  only  a  distinction 
between  successful  persitence  and  failure  in  a  struggle  : 
the  good  will  be  simply  'what  has  come  to  prevail'  and 
the  evil  'that  which  has  been  rejected  and  defeated'." 
(  Prof  Sorley,  Ethics  of  Naturalism,  pp.  261 — 263  ). 

(3)  The  real  resolution  of  the  above  difficulties  con- 
sists, not  in  describing  h,ow  a  conduct  or  ideal  has  brought 
about  the  adaptation  of  society  to,  or  its  equilibrium 
with,  the  environment,  but  in  showing  that  the  adaption 
or  the  equilibrium  is  good,  i.  e.  something  that  can  be  an 
ideal  for  our  moral  life.  Or,'  in  other  words,  we  must  show 
that  they  are  moral  good,  not  physical  good.  If  we  can 
show  this,  then  we  may  start  with  that  ideal,  and  explain 
the  process  by  it,  not  it  by  the  process.  "We  go  through 
the  process  of  development,  because  we  are  seeking  that 
ideal.  The  end,  and  not  the  beginning,  is  thus  taken  as 
the  principle  of  explanation." 


CKAFTXSB.  VI. 

The  Standard  as  Perfection. 

U.  PERFECTIONISM,  EUOAEMONISM,  ENERQISM. 

(1)  Explanation  by  End  :— We  have  found 
how  the  explanation  of  the  moral  life  by  its  beginning 
has  completely  failed,  and  also  how  it  can  be  more 
conveniently  and  appropriately  accounted  for  by  refer- 
ence to  the  end.  Indeed  H.  Spencer  has  not  entirely 
repudiated  the  explanation  by  reference  to  the  end, 
even  though  his  main  aim  has  been  directed  to  the 
explanation  by  the  beginning.  We  are  not  very  far 
from  truth  if  we  say  that  he  has  actually  tried  to  explain 
the  moral  life  by  reference  to  a  telos  or  end,  viz,  "the 
struggle  after  a  perfect  adjustment  between  the  function 
and  environment"  ;  his  mistake  lies  in  his  attempt  to 
discover  the  characteristics  of  that  end  by  examining 
the  life  of  the  lower  animals  which  is  not  at  all  moral 
and  in  which,  therefore,  they  are  absent.  80  that  the 
true  starting  point  should  be,  not  the  hfe  of  the  lower 
animals,  but  the  life  of  man  himself  ;  and  it  is  by  analy- 
sing and  examining  such  life  that  we  can  discover  the 
characteristics  of  the  ultimate  end  towards  which  our 
life  is  progressing.  As  Prof.  Sorley  truly  remarks  :  "the 
character  of  the  course  of  evolution  is  seen  in  a  different 
light  when  it  is  recognised  that  human  conduct  and  its 
methods  must  be  taken  into  account  in  interpreting  the 
process.  The  scientific  writers  who  have  been  most 
forward  in  pressing  the  claim  that  man  must  be  held  to 
be  a  part  of  the  cosmic  process  have  also,  unfortunately 
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been  inclined  to  interpret  the  whole  process,  not  as  it 
is,  but  as  it  would  be  apart  from  human  intervention 
and  the  ideals  which  man  brings  to  bear  upon  it.  But 
the  claim  that  man  must  be  interpreted  as  part  of  the 
universe  involves  the  counterclaim  that  the  nature  of 
the  universe  cannot  be  understood  apart  from  the 
distinctive  features  of  man's  activit)'.  And  when  this 
is  allowed,  the  naturalistic  interpretation  of  evolution 
becomes  increasingly  difficult.  Evolution  can  no  longer 
be  regarded  as  entirely  purposeless,  for  that  part  of  it 
which  we  call  human  conduct  undoubtedly  displays 
purpose.  It  cannot  be  entirely  indifferent  or  antagonis- 
tic to  morality,  for  the  action  of  men,  which  enters  into 
the  process,  bears  the  impress  of  moral  ideas.''  (  Ethics 
of  Naturalism,  pp.  331 — 32).  Thus  we  find  there  is  a 
deeper  teleological  meaning  involved  in  our  moral  life. 
What  this  higher  and  deeper  meaning  is,  we  are  now 
going  to  consider. 

(2)  The  true  Nature  of  the  Moral  Ideal : 
The  preceding  discussions  about  the  standards  of  the 
moral  judgments  have  thus  far  revealed  the  fact  that 
there  is  a  fundamental  dualism  in  ethical  thoughts 
t  corresponding  to  the  fundamental  dualism  in  the  nature 
and  life  of  man.  We  have  found  that  there  are  two 
rival  types  of  ethical  theory,  viz,  the  ethics  of  reason, 
and  the  ethics  of  sensibility.  The  former  is  based  upon 
the  presupposition  that  human  nature  is  essentially 
rational — the  true  life  of  man  is  the  rational  life  j  and 
that,  though  he  also  possesses  a  sentient  nature  like  the 
lower  animals,  yet,  reason  is  recognised  as  the   essential 
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attribute  which  differentiates  him  from  them.  (  Ration- 
ahsm  ).  Tiie  Sankhists,  Socrates,  Plato,  Aristotle,  the 
Stoics  in  ancient  times,  and  Kant,  the  Neo-Kantians  and 
the  intuitionists  in  general  in  modern  times,  may  be 
regarded  as  the  leading  exponents  of  this  doctrine. 
Whereas  the  latter  is  founded  on  the  presupposition 
that  the  human  nature  is  essentially  sentient,  and  that 
though  he  possesses  also  reason,  yet,  sensibility  is  the 
primary  attribute  which  he  shares  with  the  lower  ani- 
mals, and  "reason  is  the  servant  of  feeling,  a  minister 
to  be  consulted  always,  and  listened  to  with  respect  and 
confidence,  but  still  a  minister  only  and  not  a  ruler  in 
the  party  conflict  of  the  soul."  The  true  life  of  man  is, 
thus,  conceived  to  be  the  pleasant  or  happy  life.  (  Hedo- 
nism ).  The  Charvakists,  the  Cyrenaics,  the  Epicureans 
in  ancient  tinies,  and  Hobbes,  Bentham,  Hume,  James 
Mill,  J.  S.  jyiill,  Bain,  Spencer,  &c.  in  mcidern  times, 
are  the  leading  exponents  of  this  doctrine.  These  two 
opposite  currents  of  ethical  theories  liave,  thus,  been 
running  parallel  from  the  very  dawn  of  human  reflection 
and  have  permeated  all  the  (departments  of  thoughts 
as  are  embodied  in  philosophy  and  literature.  (Jorres- 
ponding  to  these  two  rival  types  of  ethical  theories  we 
have  also  two  rival  types  of  men — the  Stoic  and  the 
Epicurean,  the  unworldly  and  the  worldly. 

liut  closer  examination  into  human  nature  reyeals 
the  fact  that  it  is  neither  exclusively  rational  nor  exclu- 
sively sentient  ;  it  is  a  synthesis  of  both — it  is  rational, 
realising  itself  in  and  througli  the  sensibility,  i.  e.  the 
appetites,  passions  and  affections.     So  that  both   reason 
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and  sensibility,  taken  by  themselves,  are  abstract,  and 
become  real  when  regarded  as  the  two  distinct  but 
correlated  sides  of  the  real  or  concrete  self.  (  See  Chap. 
II  of  this  Book  ).  Consequently  the  two  opposite  ethi- 
cal theories  founded  upon  such  abstract  conceptions  of 
human  nature  are  equally  abstract  'or  one-sided.  The 
true  moral  ideal  should  be  the  ideal  of  the  concrete 
self,  and  the  true  ethical  theory  should  be  an  attempt 
at  reconciling  these  abstract  and  incomplete  theories  by 
recognising  the  rights  of  reason  and  the  rights  of  sensi- 
bility, and  thus  reducing  them  to  the  "unity  of  a  com- 
mon life  governed  by  a  single  central  principle."  For 
these  reasons  this  third  ethical  theory  may  be  called 
the  "ethics  of  reconciliation",  or  more  technically,  the 
"ethics  of  personality'*.  This  task  was  attempted,  to  a 
great  extent,  in  ancient  time  by  the  writers  of  the 
Upanishads;  Plato  and  Aristotle,  and  to  a  full  extent, 
in  modern  times  by  Hegel  and  the  Neo-Hegelians  such 
as,  Green,  Caird,  Mackenzie,  Muirhead,  Dewey,  Seth, 
Paulsen  and  others.  (  Perfectionism,  Eudaemonism, 
Energism  ), 

Now,  according  to  the  three  ethical  doctrines  as  des- 
cribed above,  we  get  three  distinct  moral  goods  :  accor- 
ding to  Rationalism  the  absolute  good  consists  in  the 
realisation  of  the  rational  self, — in  absolute  surrender  to 
the  moral  imperative — to  the  law  of  reason — or  in  a 
word,  in  the  good  will  ;  according  to  Hedonism  the 
supreme  good  is  the  realisation  of  the  sentient  self — 
the  satisfaction  of  the  appetites,  passions  and  affections — 
"the-  subjective  feeling  of  pleasure,   regardless  of  how  it 
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is  produced"  ;  and  according  to  Perfectionism,  it  is  the 
perfect  realisation  of  the  total  self — the  self  as  a  whole, — 
or  "it  is  the  objective  development  of  individual  and 
social  human  life,  regardless  of  whether  it  yields  pleas- 
ure or  not,"  it  being  held,  of  course,  "such  a  life  is  actu- 
ally experienced  with  inner  satisfaction."  Thus  we  fiiid 
that  the  general  form  of  the  absolute  good  is  self-realisa- 
tion. But  it  is  particularly  the  last  theory  that  main- 
tains that  the  supreme  good  of  the  moral  life  is  the  per- 
fection or  complete  realisation  of  the  self,  meaning  by 
self  the  total  self — the  self  which  is  the  organic  unity  of 
reason  and  sensibility. 

Now,  to  clearly  understand  the  true  significance  of 
the  total  self  and  of  self  realisation,  we  should,  even  at 
the  risk  of  repetition,  carefully  state  the  distinction  bet- 
ween the  "individuality"'  and  "personality"  of  man.  Man 
is  an  individual  like  the  lower  animals  inasmuch  as  he 
asserts  himself,  like  them,  against  other  individuals  and 
"excludes  these  latter  from  his  life,  and  struggles  with 
them  for  the  means  of  his  own  satisfaction"  i.  e.  he  leads 
a  life  of  appetites,  passions,  affections,  &c.  like  the  lower 
animals,  and  is,  so  far,  an  animal.  But  he  is  more  than 
an  individual — an  animal  ;  he  is  also  a  person — a  self- 
conscious  spirit.  So  that  he  is  neither  a  pure  animal  nor 
a  pure  spirit — he  is  rather  a  spirit  working  out  his  reali- 
sation in  and  through  the  animal  life — working  out  his 
destiny,  i.  e'  liis  liberation  from  the  bondage  of  the  flesh 
and  blood,  by  using  it  as  the  means  to  the  fulfilment  of 
his  own  nature.  As  in  his  knowledge — in  his  intellec- 
tual life,  the  sensations  which  are   "given"  from  outside 
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are -systematised  into  a  unitary  and  continuous  life  by 
the  activity  of  reason  (  i.  e.  pure  reason  or  understand- 
ing ),  or  in  other  words,  as  his  intellectual  life  is  a  unity 
of  sensations  and  reason  ;  so  in  his  moral  life  the  appe.- 
tites,  passions,  affections,  &c.  that  arise  out  of  the  wants 
of  the  physical  organism  and  are,  therefore,  "given"' 
from  outside,  are  also  systematised  into  a  unitary  and 
continuous  life  by  the  activity  of  reason  (  i.  e.  practical 
or  moral  reason  )— or  in  other  words,  his  moral  life  is 
also  a  unity  of  feelings  and  reason.  Thus  the  sensibility 
of  man  supplies  only  the  crude,  incoherent,  and  isolated 
materials  in  the  form  of  sensations  and  feelings  ;  but  it 
is  reason  which  constructs  the  life  of  intellect  and  mora- 
lity out  of  them.  As  with  Kant  we  can  say  that  "un- 
derstanding makes  nature'',  so  also '  we  can  say  that 
"reason  makes  the  moral  life''.  Why  does  reason  make 
nature  and  the  moral  life  ?  It  makes  them,  because  it 
wants  to  realise  itself,  i.  e.  to  attain  the  perfection  or 
fulfilment  of  its  own  riature  ;  and  it  can  do  so  only  by 
integrating  the  crude  materials  into  rational  systems 
denominated  the  intellectual  and  moral  life.  Hence  the 
absolute  moral  imperative  is,  in  words  of  Hegel,  "Be  a 
person'',  i.  e.  "constitute,  out  of  your  natural  individua- 
lity, the  true  or  ideal  self  of  personality" — control  and 
organise  your  appetites,  passions,  affections  and  desires 
in  such  a  wise  as  to  make  them  the  true  intrument  to 
the  development  of  your  rational  nature.  Plato  and 
Aristotle  express  the  same  view.  "The  highest  good  is 
life  and  action  in  harmony  with  the  idea  ;  the  eudaemo- 
nia  of  a  man   consists  in  the  possession   and  exercise  of 
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all  human  virtues  and  capacities.  The  Stoa  teaches  the 
same.  Life  according  to  nature  is  the  end  of  every  be- 
ing ;  for  man,  therefore,  a  life  conforming  to  human 
nature,  that  is,  to  reason,  is  the  absolute  end  ;  in  it  he 
finds  his  welfare." 

In  the  eloquent  word  of  Prof.  Paulsen  we  can,  there^ 
fore,  say  :  "That  human  life  will  be  the  most  valuable 
which  succeeds  best  in  developing  the  highest  powers  of 
man  and  in  subordinating  the  lower  functions  to  the 
higher.  A  life,  on  the  l)ther  hand,  in  which  vegetative 
and  animal  functions,  sensuous  desires  and  blind  passi- 
ons, have  control,  must  be  regarded  as  a  lower  or  abnor- 
mal form.  A  perfect  human  life  is  a  life  in  which  the  mind 
attains  to  free  and  full  growth,  and  in  which  the  spiri- 
tual forces  reach  their  highest  perfection  in  thought,  ima- 
gination and  action.  *  *  *  Yet  we  must  guard  against 
a  false  spiritualization.  The  sensuous  and  even  the  ani- 
mal side  have  their  rights.  The  pleasures  of  perception 
and  play  which  throw  such  a  glamour  around  childhood, 
also  belong  to  life  ;  nay,  we  shall  not  exclude  the  plea- 
sures of  eating  and  drinking  and  kindred  functions  from 
the  perfect  life  ;  only  they  must  not  presume  to  rule  it." 
(A  System  of  Ethics,  pp.  278 — 79  ). 

(3)     Reconciliation  of  Egoism  with 
Altruism  : 

Self-pei^fection  is,  therefore,  the  ultimate  end  of 
our  life — the  ultimate  good  for  us.  But  this  ultimate 
good  is  not  individual,  h\it  personal,  i.  e.  common.  For  in 
so  far  as  a  man  is  a  person  or  a  rational   being,  he   is   a 

19 
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member  of  the  community  of  spirits.     "A  perfect  human 
life  is  an  end  in  itself.     But  it  is  at  the  same   time  a  part 
and   hence,   a   means   of  a   larger  whole,  a  national  life, 
a  sphere  pf  civilization."     Orie  man  differs  from   another 
in  respect  of  his  individuality,   but  stands  on  a  common 
ground  with  others  in  respect   of  his   personality.     Man 
is   universal   in   so  far  as  he  is  rational  ;  he  is  particular 
and  isolated   in  so   far  as  he  is  sentient.     But  we  have 
found  that  the  essence  and  the  guiding   principle   of  our 
life  is  reason.     So  that  the  ultimate  good   for   man  must 
be  a  good  which  satisfies  and  realises   both   the   sides  of 
man — both  his  reason  and   sensibility  ;  and   thus,   must 
be  rational,  i.  e.  universal,   and  sentient,  i.  e,  individual  at 
the  same  time.     From  this  it  is  evident  that   the   Sum- 
mum  Bonum   or  the  supreme   good   cannot  be  simply 
universal,     or  simply  particular  or  individual — simply 
rational,  or  simply  sentient.     That  the  supreme  good   is 
the  comm.on  good  can  be  proved '  in   another  way  :  in  so 
far  as  man  is  rational  or  universal,  he  is  "an  end  to   him- 
self  and   not  a  means  to  anything  else,  for  if  he  were  a 
means  to  anything  else,  he  would  be  a  conditioned  being 
and  therefore  merely  limited  and   particular.     But  if  the 
end  or  good  is  particular,  then  what  is  good  for  one  man 
cannot  be  good  for  another  man,   and   the   realisation  of 
one  man's  good  will  require  the   non-fulfilment   of  an- 
other man's.     Thus  a  man  will  not  be  an  end  to  himself. 
Hence   the   famous  dictum  of  Hegel — "Be  a  person  and 
respect   others   as   persons"— i.   e.     "subject  your    own 
clamant  individuality  to  your  abiding  rational   persona- 
lity."    Or  to  express  it  in  the  words  of  Shakespeare  ; — ■ 
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,         "To  thine  own  self  be  true, 
And  it  must  follow,  as  the  night  the  day, 
Thou  canst  not  then  be  false  to  any  man."  ■ 

In  this  way  egoism  and  altruism — the  interests  of  the 
individual  and  the  interests  of  others — are  finally  and 
for  ever  reconciled.  The  nut,  that  both  rationalism  and 
hedonism  found  so  hard  to  crack,  is  now  found  to  be 
soft  and  plastic  enough  for  being  re-constructed  into  a 
new  whole  embracing  within  itself  all  the  hard  and 
jarring  elements  in  perfect  harmony  with  one  another. 

(4)    Reconciliation  of  Rationalism  with 
Hedonism  : 

How  does,  then,  this  theory  reconcile  Rationalism 
with  Hedonism — the  ethics  of  self-sacrifice  with  the 
ethics  of  self-satisfaction  ?  In  this  wa.^  :  It  is  a  well- 
known  fact  that  a  constant  war  goes  on  in  human  nature 
between  the  higher  or  the.  rational  self  and  the  lower  or 
the  sentient  self — between  reason  and  passions.  Now  it 
is  the  object  of  our  moral  life  to  overcome  this  strife 
gradually.  But  we  can  overcome  it  by  subordinating 
the  lower  self  to  the  higher — by  bringing  the  passions 
into  harmony  with  reason.  This  implies  that  the  lower 
self  must  die  as  a  separate  and  independent  self,  and 
somehow  reconcile  itself  with  the  higher.  This  does  not 
imply  that  it  will  altogether  disappear  ;  it  will  be  allowed 
to  exist  in  so  far  as  it  will  help  the  realisation  of  the 
higher  self, — it  will  be  the  true  instrument  to  the  develop- 
ment of  the  higher  self  We  should  sacrifice  those 
passions   and   desires   which   hinder,   and    satisfy  thos^ 
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which  helpi  the  realisation  and  perfection  of  the  rational 
self.  In  other  words,  we  should  sacrifice  our  selfish 
good  to  the  universal  good.  This  is  the  meaning  of 
self-sacrifice,  and  of  Hegel's  famous  saying — "die  to 
live". 

The  doctrine  of  Perfectionism  not  only  enjoins  self- 
sacrifice,  but  also  self-satisfaction.  As  we  have  found,  it 
is  the  reconciliation  of  Rationalism  and  Hedonism. 
Self  sacrifice  does  not  really  imply  the  total  extinction 
of  the  lower  self, — of  the  passions  and  desires  ;  the 
lower  self  must  exist,  because,  otherwise  the  higher 
self  cannot  work  and  realise  itself  So  that  the  legiti- 
mate satisfaction  of  the  lower  self  is  a  necessary  condi- 
tion of  the  fulfilment  of  the  higher  self  The  realisation 
of  the  lower  self  is  as  necessary  as  that  of  the  higher 
self  The  realisation  of  the  total  self  includes  the '  reali- 
sation of  both  the  higher  and  the  lower  self,  only  that 
the  realisation  of  the  last  two  must  be  harmonious.  But 
the  legitimate  satisfaction  of  the  lower  self, — of  appetites, 
passions  and  desires — is  followed  by  pleasure.  Hence 
the  satisfaction  of  the  total  self  necessarily  includes 
pleasure.  I5ut  this  kind  of  pleasure  should  be  distingui- 
shed from  the  pleasure  which  arises  out  of  the  satis- 
faction of  the  sensuous  impulses  regarded  as  wholly 
distinct  and  isolated  from  reason.  The  hedonistic  ele- 
ment involved  in  the  fulfilment  of  the  total  self  should 
rather  be  called  happiness  (  or  rather  blessedness  )  as 
distinguished  from  pleasure  as  a  transitory  state.  Happi- 
ness is  not  peasure,  or  the  sum  of  pleasures,  but  their 
harmony  or  system.     It  is  a  permanent  state  arising  out 
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of  the  satisfaction  of  all  the  interests  .of  the  self,  :not  a  J 
particular  aspect  of  it  ;  it  accompanies  the  realisation 
of  the  total  self.  (  See,  Prof.  Dewey's  Psychology,  p, 
2935  and  also  pp  73 — 75  of  this  Book  ).  Happiness  is, 
in  a  word,  the  synthesis  of  pleasures.  As  our  moral 
life  is' an  organic'  synthesis  of  appetites,  passions  and 
desires,  so  happiness,  its  necessary  accompaniment,  is 
the  organic  synthesis  of  all  the  pleasures  that  arise  out 
of  the  satisfaction  of  those  appetites,  passions,  and 
desires.  "The  life  of  personality  is,  in  its  vary  essence, 
a  completely  satisfying  life." 

"Resolve  to  be  thyself,  and  know,  that  he 
Who  finds  himself,  loses  his  misery.'' 

Conceptipn  of  the  supreme  good  as 
propounded  in  the  Upanishads  . 

Many  thousand  years  ago  the  Indian  sages  taught  an. 
ethical   doctrine   in   the     Upanishads    bearing     closest 
resemblance  to  the  foregoing.     Of  course,  as  interpreted 
by  Sankara,   it   appears  to  be  analogous  to  pure  asceti-, 
cism  as   taught  by   Kant  in   his  "Critique  of  Practical 
Reason'',  and  also  by  Kapil  in  his  Sankhya   Philosophy. 
I  have  already  remarked,  there  are  other  interpretations,, 
particularl)'^  those  as  offered  by  Ramanuja  and  Nimbarka, 
and  as   accepted  and  preached  by  the  great  religious 
teacher  Chaitanya  of  Nadia,  which  clearly   point  to  the 
fact  that  the  ethics  taught  in  the  Upanishads  is,  after  all, 
eudcemonistic.    To  remove  any  misconception   it  seems 
desirable  to  briefly  state  the  metaphysical  basis   of  such 
eudsemonism.    There  is  only  one  ultimate  reality,   i.   e. 
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Brahman  or  the  Infinite  Self  of  which  everything  else 
mental  or  material  found  in  the  universe  is  merely  a 
particular  differentiation — a  partial  manifestation  or 
reproduction.  But  this  particular  differentiation  is  eter- 
nal and  unchangeable.  Of  course  everything  has  a 
history — everything  passes  through  a  course  of  changes  ; 
but  this  history  or  course  of  changes,  taken  as  a  whole, 
remains  eternally  imchangeable.  In  this  sense  every 
thing  whether  mental  or  material  remains  eternally  dis- 
tinct from  the  Infinite  self,  though  at  the  same  time  eter- 
nally related  to  Him.  Or  in  other  words,  the  finite  and 
the  Infinite,  the  relative  and  the  Absolute,  are  eternal  cor- 
relatives, and  therefore,  neither  of  them  can  exist  apart 
from  the  other.  From  this  it  is  evident  that  Brahman 
is  diU  organic  whole  which  contains  within  Himself  all 
objects,  relating  them  with  one  another  and  with  Him- 
self without,  at  the  same  time,  annulling  their  distinction. 
Hence  every  thing,  even  a  stock  or  a  stone,  is  2i  jiba,  i.e. 
a  person  from  a  particular  point  of  view  ;  because  the 
whole — the  Infinite  Self— is  present  in  each,  as  the  whole 
mind  of  a  man  is  present  in  each  of  his  mental  states,  in 
a  unique  manner.  Man  is  thus  also  person  and  the  Infi- 
nite Self  is  also  present  in  him  in  a  unique  manner,  i.  e. 
He  also  works  in  him  under  some  conditions  or  limita- 
tions, viz,  those  imposed  by  his  physical  organism  ;  and 
this  working  of  the  Infinite  self  under  an  eternally  defi- 
nite and  unique  set  of  conditions  constitutes  the  life-his- 
tory of  a  man.  Thus  human  life  contains  both  universal 
and  particular  elements — reason  and  sensibility — the  for- 
fn^r  being  the  Infinite  self  working  in  him  and  the  latter 
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is  supplied  by  his  physical|organism.  Hence  the  supreme 
good  for  man  is  neither  simply  altruistic  or  universal, 
nor  simply  egoistic  or  particular  ;  it  is  the  synthesis  of 
both.  The  supreme  good  is  the  eudcemonia  which  satis- 
fies both  the  rational  and  physical  sides  of  man.  The 
hedonism  as  taught  in  the  Sanhitas  and  Brahmanas,  and 
the  rituals  by  means  of  which  pleasure  is  attained  here 
or  hereafter  are  emphatically  condemned.  "But  these 
sacrifices  with  their  ritual  and  its  eighteen  parts,"  says 
the  Mundaka  Upanishad,  "are  frail  boats  indeed  ;  and 
they  that  rejoice  in  sacrifice  as  the  best  of  things,  in 
their  infatuation,  shall  pass  on*  again  to  decay  and 
death."  Again,  we  find  in  the  same  :  "In  their  infatua- 
tion they  think  that  the  revealed  rites  and  works  for  the 
public  good  are  the  best  and  highest  thing,  and  fail  to 
find  the  other  thing  that  is  higher  and  better  still".  Thus 
the  true  good  is  carefully  distinguished  from  the  merely 
pleasant.  In  the  Kathopanishad  we  meet  with  the  fol- 
lowing :  "The  good  is  one  thing,  the  pleasurable  another. 
Both  these  engage  a  man,  though  the  ends  are  diverse. 
Of  these,  it  is  well  with  him  that  takes  the  good,  and  he 
that  chooses  the  pleasurable  fails  of  his  purpose."  Again, 
"both  the  good  and  the  pleasurable  present  themselves 
to  man  ;  and  the  wise  man  goes  round  about  them  both 
and  distinguishes  between  them.  The  sage  prefers  the 
good  to  the  pleasurable  ;  the  unwise  man  chooses  the 
pleasurable  that  he  may  get  and  keep.'' 

What  then  is  this  good  that  is  distinguished  from  the 
pleasurable  ?  It  consists  in  seeking  Brahman,  the  In- 
finite Self,  the  soul  of  all  souls,  and  in  knowing  Him. 
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"Far  apart/'  says  the  Katha,  "are  these  diverse  and  di- 
verging paths,  the  path  of  Illusion  and  the  path  of  know- 
ledge. I  know  thee,  Nachiketas,  that  thou  art  a  seeker 
of  knowledge,  for  all  these  various  pleasures  that  I  pro- 
posed have  not  distracted  thee."  Again,  "the  good,  the 
Self  ( i.  e.  the  Infinite  Self )  is  not  reached  by  many  that 
they  should  hear  it,  &c.  &c."  It  is,  therefore,  the  boun- 
den  and  supreme  duty  of  man  to  know  Him  and  to  be 
united  to  Him,  all  other  duties  being  regarded  as  secon- 
dary to  and  derived  from  it.  Hencelthe  ultimate  crite- 
rion or  standard  of  right  is  this  absolute  standpoint — this 
consciousness  of  unity  of  the  human  soul  with  the  Di- 
vine. Consequently  the  "individuality"  of  man — his 
selfish  passions  and  desires — should  be  subordinated  to 
and  reconciled  with  his  "personality" — his  infinite  ratio- 
nal self ;  his  passional  or  lower  self  should  be  made  the 
vehicle  of  the  realisation  of  his  rational  or  higher  self- 
man  as  a  finite  being  should  be  united  to  Brahman  as 
the  Infinite  Being.  Hence  the  moral  value  of  an  action 
is  determined  and  measured  by  the  degree  of  such  union 
and  reconciliation  that  is  reached  through  it. 

Egoism  and  Altruism  : — Such  conception  of 
the  supreme  good  easily  reconciles  egoism  with  altruism. 
The  ego,  regarded  by  itself,  is  a  mere  abstraction  ;  its 
value  and  even  its  reality  consist  in  its  union  with  the 
Absolute  Self.  So  that  the  true  good  is  personal  or 
common,  i.  e.  the  good  for  each  is  also  the  good  for  all. 
"He  who  sees  all  things  in  the  Self,"  says  the  Isopani- 
shad,  "and  the  Self  in  all  things,  hence  hates  no  body." 
Again,   we  find  the  foUowidg  in  the   Brihadaranyaka 


MORAL  PHILOSOPHY.  1S3 

Upanishad  :  "A  husband  is  loved,  not  for  love  of  the 
husband,  but  the  husband  is  loved  for  love  of  the  Self 
that  is  one  within  us  all,  A  wife  is  loved,  not  for  love 
of  the  wife,  but  a  wife  is  loved  for  love  of  the  Self.  *  *  * 
Wealth  is  loved,  not  for  love  of  wealth,  but  wealth  is 
loved  for  love  of  the  Self.  #  *  *  Living  things  are 
loved,  not  for  love  of  the  living  things,  but  for  love  of 
the  Self.  The  world  is  loved,  not  for  love  of  the  world, 
but  the  world  is  loved  for  love  of  the  Self  that  is  one  in 
all  things."  All  these  evidently  show  that  the  good  is 
conceived  from  the  standpoint  of  the  Absolute,  not 
from  that  of  the  individual. 

Hedonism  and  Rationalism  :— The  above 
quotations  plainly  show  also  that  we  should  not  love 
and  seek  anything  mundane  for  our  own  sake,  i.  e.  as 
means  to  our  own  selfish  end,  but  for  the  sake  of  the 
Absolute,  i.  a.  as  means  to  the  supreme  end — the  end  by 
attaining  which  we  attain  the  Absolute  who  is  one  in 
all  things.  Or  in  other  words,  we  are  not  enjoined  to 
renounce  the  world,  or  cut  off  all  connections  with  other 
things,  thereby  suppressing  all  passions  and  desires 
instead  of  satisfying  their  legitimate  claims  ;  nor  are  we 
enjoined  to  be  selfish  and  base,  to  engage  ourselves  al- 
ways in  securing  individual  pleasures  ;  but  to  live  a  life 
which  is  at  once  individual  and  social,  human  and 
divine.  As  it  is  inculcated  elsewhere,  we  should  be  a 
householder  and  perform  all  actions  from  the  sense  of 
our  duty  toward  Brahman,  which,  of  course,  includes 
all  the  duties  towards  self  and  others.  A  life,  thus  con- 
ceived of,   is  not  a  life  of  pure  reason  or  contemplation, 
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nor  a  life  of  pure  pleasure-seeking  ;  but  a  life  of  action 
ill  which  we  perform  all  our  duties  toward  our  own 
selves,  toward  others  and  lastly  toward  Brah^nan,  and 
enjoy  all  pleasures  resulting  therefrom,  and  thereby 
gradually  attain  that  type  of  character  which  is  the 
consummation  or  perfection  of  our  life.  This  consum- 
mated life  is  at  once  the  most  rational  and  the  most 
happy.  "When  all  things  have  become  the  wise  man's 
self,  where  is  illusion  and  where  is  sorrow  to  him  who 
sees  unity  ?"  ( Isopanishad  ).  Again,  "the  wise  see 
within  their  own  heart  the  one  thing  that  perishes  not 
in  all  things  that  perish  ;  the  one  thing  that  gives  light 
in  all  things  that  have  no  light  ;  the  one  being  that 
gives  the  recompense  to  many  ;  and  peace  eternal  is  for 
them  and  not  for  others."  ( Kathopanishad ).  This 
brings  about  the  final  reconciliation  between  Hedonism 
and  Rationalism. 


Chapter  VII. 

The  seat  of  authority  in  morals. 

As  we  have  found,  the  sense  of  moral  obligaticm  i»  a 
necessary  aceompaniraent  of  the  moral  judgment.  When 
we  reeognise  an  action  to  be  ria;ht  or  wrong,  good  or  bad, 
we  feel  a  sense  of  obligatioti  to  do  and  approve  the 
former,  and  to  avoid  and  disapprove  the  latter.  Simi- 
larty,  when  we  recognise  a  moral  law  or  a  moral  ideal 
we  feel  bound  to  obey  and  act  ijp  to  it.  Wliat  is  the 
source  of  such  a  sense  of  obligation  or  constraint  that 
accompanies  all  moral  recognition  ?  To  what  is  such 
an  obligation  due  ?  Or  in  other  words,  what  is  the 
seait  of  authority  in  morals — authority  to  which  such 
an  obligation  is  due  ?  Wiiy  sliould  we  obey  the  moral 
law,  or  guide  our  life  in  accordance  with  the  moral 
ideal  ?  Why  should  we  do  the  right  and  avoid  the 
wrong,  and  not  the  opposite  ?  These  questions  naturally 
SiUggest  themselves  when  we  consider  either  a  moral 
judgment  or  a  moral  law  or  a  moral  ideal.  We  should, 
therefore,  try  to  answer  Lhem  properly  before  we 
proceed  to  consider  the  facts  of  our  concrete  moral  lafe. 

To  answer  all  these  questions  we  should  take  into 
coHsideration  wfat  is  the  nature  of  the  law  that  cons- 
trains us  to  obey  it  ;  wliat  precisely  it  is  tha^t  imposes 
the  Iflw  upon  us  irrespective  of  our  individual  will  and 
assent.  For  this  purpose  we  should  refer  to  the  various 
theories  of  the  moral  stjindard  and  examine  them  car^- 
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fully  in  order  to  arrive  at  that   conception   of  authority 
which  is  most  consistent  with  the  nature  of  morality. 

I.  The  Rigoristic  view :—  a)  External  law 
as  the  seat  of  moral  authority  :— When  the 
moral  law  is  regarded  as  entirely  external,  as  coming 
solely  from  an  external  authority  such  as  a  king,  a  priest, 
or  even  God  regarded  simply  as  an  external  power,  obe^ 
dience  to  such  a  law  being  secured  under  compulsion  or 
by  the  distribution  of  reward  or  under  the  penalty  of 
punishment,  the  ver}'  essence  of  morality,  which  consists 
in  free  obedience  to  a  law,  disappears  ;  and  the  "must"  is 
identified  with  "aught,"  the  involuntary  with  the  volun- 
tary, the  physical  with  the  moral.  So  that  such  a  law 
cannot  be  regarded  as  the  real  seat  of  moral  authority. 

{b)  Internal  law  as  the  seat  of  moral  au- 
thority : — When  the  moral  law  is  conceived  of  as 
internal,  as  the  law  of  Moral  Sense  or  Conscience, 
morality  is  supposed  to  consist  in  obedience  to  such  a 
law  ;  and  the  moral  authority  is  also,  therefore,  sup- 
posed to  be  seated  in  it.  Dr.  Martineau,  the  greatest 
modern  exponent  of  intuitionism,  maintains  :  the  moral 
authority  is  not  vaexe\y  subjective,  i.  e.  wielded  by  wyse//' 
over  my  self -^z  mere  subjective  feeling,  as  is  held  to  be 
so  by  Bentham  ;  "the  notion  of  "ought"  or  "moral 
obligation"  does  not  merely  import  that  there  exists  in 
the  mind  of  a  person  judging  a  specific  emotion,  nor 
that  certain  rules  of  conduct  are  supported  by  penalties 
which  will  follow  on  their  violation,"  but  that '"the 
authority  is  objective  ;  that  is,  that  what  I  judge  'right' 
or  what   'ought   to   be,*   must,   unless  I  am  in  error,  be 
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thought  to  be  so  by  all  rational  beings  who  judge  truly 
of  the  matter."  But  it  means  something  more.  "It 
means  the  discernment  of  something  higher  than  we, 
having  claims  on  our  self,  therefore  no  mere  part  of  it.'' 
But  as  only  a  person  can  be  higher  than  another  person, 
that  something  must  be  a  person  like  ourselves,  but  of 
"greater,  higher,  and  deeper  insight."  "If  it  be  true 
that  over  a  free  and  living  person  nothing  short  of  a 
firee  and  living  person  can  have  higher  authority,  then 
is  it  certain  that  a  'subjective'  conscience  is  impossible. 
The  faculty  is  more  than  part  and  parcel  of  myself  ;  it 
is  the  communion  of  God's  life.  Here  we'  encounter  an 
'objective'  authority."  (  Types  of  Ethical  Theory,  Vol. 
II,  pp.  103-5  )• 

Thus,  according  to  Dr.  Martineau,  the  seat  of  moral 
authority  is  conscience,  a  special  Faculty  or  Sense 
through  which  God  speaks  to  us  and  bids  us  do  the 
right  and  avoid  the  wrong.  But,  as  we  have  found, 
(  see,  above,  chap.  I.  pp.  13 — 14  ),  conscience  being  a 
unique  and  unanalysable  faculty  sitting  over  and  above 
all  other  faculties  and  being  capable  of  acting  irrespec- 
tive of  them,  it  is  still  external  to  our  selt,  and  its  law 
or  command  is  still  an  external  law  or  command,  and 
therefore  cannot  be  regarded  as  the  true  seat  of  moral 
authority.    (  See  also  Bk.  I,  chap.  VII  ). 

(c)  Practical  Reason  as  the  seat  of  moral 
authority  : — 'though  Butler  identifies  conscience 
with  reason,  yet  he  is  not  clear  as  to  whether  reason  as 
understood  by  him  is  the  rational  self  or  a  special  and 
inexplicable  faculty.     (  See,  Bk.  I,  chap.  'VII  ).     Kant's 
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theory  of  obligation  is  nearer  the  mark.  Morality, 
according  to  him,  is  free  obedience  to  the  moral  law. 
But  "^fhy  should  we  obey  the  law — where  does  its 
authority  lie  ?  Kant  answers  that  it  lies  in  the  very 
nature  of  the  law.  The  Moral  law  is  the  law  oi  the  Prac- 
itcai  Reason.  In  the  moral  sphere  man  is  both  the  law- 
giver and  the  law-abider — both  the  king  and  the  subject. 
This  property  by  virtue  of  which  man  is  a  law  to  himself 
is  called  autonomy.  This  autonomy  of  the  will  which  is  the 
only  source  of  the  moral  law,  and  of  all  duties,  i.  e.  of  all 
moral  imperatives,  unconditionally  commands  us  to 
do  what  is  right  and  avoid  what  is  wrong.  It  is  the  sole 
principle  of  moral  obligation  and  therefore  the  true  seat 
of  moral  authority. 

But  the  Practical  Reason,  as  understood  by  Kant,  is 
still  an  abstract  principle.  Hence  the  moral  law  which 
comes  from  it  is  likewise  abstract  or  formal  :  the  law  of 
the  Practical  Reason  is  not  the  law  of  the  rational  self — 
the  total  self  of  man.  It  is  still  a  unique  and  inexplica- 
ble faculty  and  is,  thus,  external  to  the  self.  Hence  it 
cannot  be  regarded  as  the  true  seat  of  moral  authority. 
(  see  Book  I,  Chap.  VII — Moral  Reason  V 

II.  The  Hedonistic  View  :— Hedonism  in 
general  has  tried  to  explain  the  sense  of  moral  obligation 
as  the  product  of  some  external  constraints,  viz.  the  so- 
called  "sanctions"  of  riiorality,  and  tints  has  described 
only  how  our  sense  of  obligation  has  developed  in  course 
of  time,  but  not  the  real  meaning  and  justification  of  the 
idea  itself.  It  is  maintained  by  Dr.  Bain,  Mill  and  Spen- 
cer that  the  eleinetit  of  ''coergiveness"  which  is  involved 


MORAL  PHILOSOPHY.  iS9 

in  the  consciousness  of  obligation  arises  from  our  cons- 
tant subjection  to  some  external  "controls'"  or  '"sanc- 
tions". "Because  man  learned  his  duty  under  the  discip- 
line of  political,  religious  and  social  authorities,  it  is 
thouglit  that  fear  of  punishment  is  the  real  meaning  of 
obligation."  <  see  Book  I,  Chap.  VII, — Hedonistic  view; 
and  also  Chap.  IV,  pp.  58-61,  and  Chap.  V,  pp.  101-5  ). 
But  it  is  easy  to  see  that  this  foreign  birtli  of  the  consci- 
ousness of  moral  obligation  divests  it  of  all  its  meaning 
and  justification.  To  do  good  from  fear  of  the  conse- 
quences is  no  morality  at  all.  Again,  it  is  not  moral  to 
submit  to  mere  superior  power.  The  sense  of  obligation 
cannot,  then,  be  justified  by  tracing  it  to  merely  exter- 
nal constraints,  and  the  seat  of  moral  authority  cannot 
be  supposed  to  lie  in  tliem.  In  a  word,  hedonism  has 
completely  failed  to  account  for  the  origin  of  moral  au- 
thority. (  For  further  criticism  of  hedonistic  view,  see 
also  the  chapters  nientioned  above  ). 

With  Sir  Leslie  Stephen  ''  'moral  law  are  statements 
of  external  conditions  of  social  welfare';  and  their  'autho- 
rity', as  felt,  depends  upon  the  agent  liaving  'certain 
instincts',  viz.,  a  reverence  for  social  welfare.  Without 
this  he  may  obey  extrinsic  interest  or  coercion,  but  owns 
no  moral  authority."  (  Types  of  Ethical  Theory,  Vol.  II, 
p.  115  ).  He  also  maintains,  as  we  have  found,  the  indi- 
vidual being  an  integral  part  of  society,  the  relation  bet- 
ween him  and  the  society  is  organic  one.  So  that  the 
good  for  all  is  also  the  good  for  each — the  social  welfare 
is  also  the  individual  welfare.  Consequently  the  consci- 
ousness of  the  social  welfare  is  the  real  seat  of  moral 
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authority.  No  doubt  this  is  the  true  view  so  far  as  it 
goes.  But  he  has  marred  its  real  significance  :  for  his 
conception  of  society  as  an  organism  is  defective — it  is 
not  better  than  a  metaphor.  (  see  Chap.  V,  pp.  1 33-35  ). 
As  Dr.  Martineau  has  truly  remarked  :  "he  only  applies 
it  far  enough  to  explain  the  growth  of  social  affections 
f  parallel  with  the  personal  instincts  of  self-conservation, 
and  capable  of  transcending  them  ;  and  leaves  the  ques- 
tion between  them,  in  case  of  conflict,  to  be  one  of 
strength  alone, — without  other  authority  to  decide  the 
alternative  between  self-preservation  and  self-sacrifice." 

According  to  Prof  Alexander,  obligation  is  "that  rela- 
tion in  which  the  single  part  of  the  order  stands  to  the 
whole  order,  when  it  is  confronted  by  the  whole  :  whe- 
ther we  are  considering  the  relations  of  a  man's  act  to 
the  whole  of  his  own  character,  or  of  a  single  individual 
to  the  institutions  of  society."  "Obligation,  therefore,  is 
generically  on  a  level  with  the  relation  between  the  parts 
of  a  vegetable  or  animal  organism  and  the  whole.  It  is 
what  corresponds  in  human  affairs  to  the  necessity  under 
which  an  organism  lies  of  acting  in  a  certain  manner  in 
order  to  conform  to  its  type."  (  Moral  Order  and  Pro- 
gress, p.  142  ).  Thus,  the  seat  of  moral  authority  lies  in 
the  whole  regarded  either  as  the  whole  character  or  the 
whole  society.  This  is  certainly  true  if  the  relation  bet- 
ween the  individual  and  society  can  be  shown  to  be 
really  organic.  The  organism  of  human  society  is  cer- 
tainly not  analogous  to  a  vegetable  or  animal  organism, 
even  though  there  are  some  points  of  resemblance  bet- 
ween  them.     (See   Chap.   V,  pp.  133 — 35).     If  it  were 
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really  so,  an  agent's  action  in  obedience  to  the  laws  of 
society  would  not  be  free  but  as  necessary  as  a  physical 
event  that  takes  place  in  obedience  to  a  law  of  nature. 
Any  obligation  felt  in  such  an  action  would  not  be  free 
obedience  but  external  compulsion  ;  "ought"  would  be 
reduced  to  "must".  For  in  the  vegetable  or  animal  orga- 
nism the  parts  live  for  the  whole  and  not  vice  versa  ;  but 
in  the  social  organism  both  the  parts  and  the  whole  live 
for  one  another — here  the  relation  is  completely  recipro- 
cal and  one  of  freedom.  Therefore  the  social  organism 
as  understood  by  him  cannot  be  regarded  as  the  seat  of 
moral  authority. 

III.  The  E'ldsemonlstic  view  :— The  above 
considerations  evidently  show  that  the  true  seat  of  moral 
authority  cannot  be  anything  external.  It  should  life  in 
the  ultimate  nature  of  man  as  man,  i.  e.  in  h.\s  personality. 
Only  a.  person  can  be  the  real  source  of  moral  obligation. 
No  external  authority  or  power  can  impose  a  law  upon 
him  which  he  is  morally  bound  to  obey.  In  this  connec- 
tion Prof  Green's  view  may  be  summarised  with  advan- 
tage :  "It  is  the  very  essence  of  moral  duty  to  be 
imposed  by  a  man  on  himself  The  moral  duty  to  obey 
a  positive  law,  whether  a  law  of  the  State  or  of  the 
Church,  is  imposed  not  by  the  author  or  enforcer  of  the 
positive  law,  but  by  that  spirit  of  man — not  less  divine 
because  the  spirit  of  man — which  sets  before  him  the 
ideal  of  a  perfect  life  and  pronounces  obedience  to  the 
positive  law  to  be  necessary  to  its  realisation."  (  Pro- 
legomena to  Ethics,  p.  354  ).  To  understand  the  real 
significance  of  this,     we  should   understand    the    real 
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significance  of  the  self  or  personality  of  man.  "A  man's 
own  'Self  is  not  to  be  understood  here  as  a  detached 
finite  individuality^  that  could  be  what  it  is  in  presence 
of  its  mere  numerical  repetitions  :  that  he  has  a  Self  at 
all,  and  kows  it,  is  possible  simply  because  the  univeirse 
has  an  Absolute  Self,  or  'self-conditioning  and  self- 
distinguishing  mind,'  communicates  itself  to  the  huraian 
being — the  infinite  to  the  finite  spirit, — and  constitutes 
thereby  the  ktiiowledge  of  moral  law  as  the  expression, 
under  temporal  conditions,  of  an  eternal  perfection.  A 
man,  therefore,  is  'a  law  unto  himself,'  not  by  autonomy 
of  the  individual,  but  by  'self-communication  of  the 
infinite  spirit  to  the  soul  ;  and  the  few  itself,  'the  idea 
of  an  absolute  should  bel  is  authoritative  with  the  con- 
science, because  it  is  a  deliverance  of  the  eternal  perfec- 
tion to  a  mind  that  has  to  grow  and  is  imposed,  there- 
for^ by  the  infinite  upon  the  finite."  (  See  Types  of 
Ethical  Theory,  Vol.  II,  p  io6  ).  This  view  agrees  also 
with  the  view  that  regards  the  seat  of  moral  authority 
as  lying  in  society  conceived  as  an  organisation  of 
rational  beings  or  persons.  Man,  as  a  person,  as  a 
rational  being,  as  the  finite  expression  of  the  Absolute 
Spirit,  is  necessarily  a  social  being  ;  so  that  the  good  of 
society  is  also  the  good  of  the  individual  and  vice  versa. 
The  moral  law,  which  is  also  the  law  of  society,  neces- 
sarily issues  from  his  personality — from  the  Absolute 
Self  expressing  and  realising  itself  in  and  through  him. 
Hence  the  true  and  ultimate  seat  of  moral  authority  is 
the  Absolute  Self  in  man  working  out  its  realisation 
under  finite  conditions. 
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This  theory  also  reconciles  the  preceding  theories. 
On  the  one  hand,  it  agrees  with  intuitionism  in  holding 
that  the  true  seat  of  moral  authority  is  internal ;  but  it 
also  differs  from  the  latter  in  that  this  internal  seat  is 
not  conscience  understood  as  a  unique  and  inexplicable 
faculty  having  no  organic  relation  to  the  self,  nor  even 
reason  understood  as  an  empty  and  formal  principle 
excluding  the  sense.  It  agrees,  on  the  other  hand,  with 
hedonism  in  holding  that  the  seat  of  moral  authority  is 
society  ;  but  differs  from  the  latter  in  that  the  society  is 
not  a  merely  mechanical  aggregate  of  individuals,  nor 
an  organism  like  a  vegetable  or  animal  organism.  The 
moral  law  is  internal  in  the  sense  that  it  is  the  law  of 
the  Absolute  Self  in  us  in  accordance  with  which  our 
passions  and  desires  are  organised  into  a  systematic 
world  of  moral  experience — in  accordance  with  which 
our  moral  life  is  built  up  and  regulated  ;  it  is  the  law  of 
the  Higher  Self  imposed  upon  the  Lower  Self.  Thus, 
"the  law  of  the  life  of  a  rational  being  must  be  auto- 
nomy ;  moral  self-realisation  i§  'realisation  of  self  by  self.' 
The  law  of  nature's  life  is  heteronomy  ;  it  is  part  of  a 
larger  system,  and  comes  under  the  law  of  that  system. 
But  a  rational  being  is  an  end-in-himself,  and  can  find 
nowhere  save  in  his  own  nature  the  law  of  his  life.  This 
is  the  prerogative  of  reason — to  legislate  for  itself,  to  be 
at  once  sovereign  and  subject  in  the  kingdom  of  mora- 
lity, as  it  is  at  once  teacher  and  scholar  in  the  school 
of  wisdom."  (  Prof  J.  Seth,  Study  of  Ethical  Principles, 
p.  214  ).  The  law  is,  at  the  same  time,  external — social 
in  the  sense  that  the  society  is  really  a  rational  organi- 
21 


l64  MORAL  PHILOSOPHY 

sation  of  which  each  individual  is  an  integral  or  essen- 
tial member,  so  that  the  law  of  the  whole  is  also  the 
law  of  the  parts  or  units,  and  vice  versa  :  the  Absolute 
Self,  the  presence  of  which  in  each  of  us  makes  all  of  us 
persons,  binds  us  together  as  members  of  an  organised 
whole  called  society,  thus  making  the  law  that  is 
internal  to  each  as  a  person  also  external  to  each  as  an 
individual.  In  a  word,  the  law  which  is  the  seat  of 
moral  authority  is  both  internal  and  external,  individual 
and  social  at  the  same  time.    (  See,  above,  chap.  VI ). 

What,  then,  is  the  character  of  moral  authority  which 
is  wielded  by  the  law  of  the  Absolute  Self  or  Reason  as 
popularly  called,  over  the  finite  self  ?  "The  inner  dem- 
and is  absolute,  'a  categorical  imperative.'  Its  unyielding 
'thou  Shalt'  is  the  voice  of  the  ideal  to  the  actual  man  ; 
and  the  ideal  admits  of  no  concession,  no  'give  aad  take/ 
no  compromise  with  the  actual.  This  demand  of  the  ra- 
tional and  ideal  self  is  not  to  be  misinterpreted,  as  if  its 
absoluteness  meant  the  annihilation  of  feeling  or  nature. 
The  demand  is  for  such  a  perfect  mastery  of  the  impul- 
sive and  sentient,  or  natural  self,  that  in  it  the  true  self, 
which  is  fundamentally  rational,  may  be  realised  ;  that 
it  may  be  the  rational  or  human,  and  not  the  merely  sen- 
tient or  animal  self,  that  lives.  What  produces  the  con- 
stant contradiction  between  ideal  and  attainment  is  not 
the  presence  of  feeling  as  a  surd  that  cannot  be  elimina- 
ted ;  it  is  that  the  harmony  of  a  life  in  which  feeling  is 
subdued  to  reason  must  become  ever  more  perfect,  the 
life  of  the  true  self  must  become  ever  more  complete  as 
moral  progress  continues."    (  Ibid,  p.  216  ), 


Chapter   viii. 

Divergence  of  moral  opinions. 

The  cause  of  the  divergence  of  moral  opinions  has 
been  accounted  for  differently  by  the  different  schools 
of  ethical  writers.  The  intuitionists  deny  that  the 
divergence  is  due  to  any  exception  to  the  uriiversality 
of  the  moral  laws  or  the  intuitions  of  conscience  ;  and 
they,  therefore,  try  to  explain  it  in  a  different  way. 
(  See,  Bk.  I,  chap.  VII,  Diversity  of  tnoral  judgments  ). 
The  hedonists,  on  the  other  hand,  find  in  such  diver 
gence  a  fatal  defect  of  the  intuitive  theory  of  morals. 
If  the  intuitions  of  conscience,  as  they  contend,  are 
infallible,  and  the  moral  laws  are  universal,  the  diver- 
gence of  moral  opinions  remains  inexplicable.  They 
therefore  maintain  that  as  the  existence  of  such  diver- 
gence cannot  be  denied,  it  must  be  accounted  for,  and 
it  can  be  satisfactorily  accounted  for  only  by  the 
hedonistic  theory  that  the  so-called  moral  laws  are  not 
innate,  but  generalisations  from  experience  ;  that  their 
binding  force  rests  entirely  on  their  usefulness  for  both 
the  individual  and  the  society  ;  but  that  this  usefulness 
varying  with  the  changing  circumstances  of  the  people 
at  different  times  and  ages,  which  necessitate  changes 
in  their  needs,  their  ideas  of  expediency  and  even  their 
capacities  for  experience  of  pleasure  and  pain,  the  moral 
laws  themselves  vary  entirely  or  partly  in  course  of 
times  and  ages,  causing  the  divergence  of  moral 
opinions.         * 
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But  the  causes  of  the  divergence  as  explained  by  the 
intuitionists  and  the  hedonists  seem  to  be  inadequate. 
If  we  hold  with  the  intuitionists  that  conscience  is  a 
unique  and  inexplicable  faculty  all-perfect  and  fully- 
developed  from  the  beginning,  waiving  all  other  difficul- 
ties, the  most  serious  difficulty  that  the  moral  laws  and 
the  moral  intuitions  themselves  conflict  with  one  an- 
other remains  still  inexplicable.  Again,  if  we  hold  with 
the  hedonists  that  the  moral  laws  are  essentially 
variable,  because  they  are  based  upon  variable  experien- 
ces of  the  individual  and  the  race,  we  den}'  the  striking 
fact  that  "the  extent  and  force  of  agreement''  are  far 
greater  than  those  of  diversity  among  those  laws  and 
intuitions.  (  See,  above,  chap.  VII,  the  passages  quoted 
from  Janet's  Theory  of  Morals,  under  the  heading — - 
Diversity  of  moral  judgments  ;  and  also  pp.  309 — 352 
of  the  same  Book,  as  well  as  Dr.  Martineau's  Study  of 
Religion,  vol.  II,  chap.  I  ).  The  real  cause  of  the 
divergence  seems  to  be  this  :  The  moral  self  is  not  all- 
perfect  and  fully-developed  from  the  beginning  ;  it 
undergoes  a  process  of  development  in  course  of  which 
it  gradually  reveals  and  applies  higher  and  higher  moral 
principles  in  order  to  construct  the  systematised  world 
of  morality  in  which  it  lives,  moves  and  has  its  being, 
out  of  the  chaotic  mass  of  facts  such  as  the  social  rela- 
tions and  institutions,  &c.  Thus,  in  the  gradual  cons- 
truction of  the  moral  world,  the  moral  self  does  not 
apply  the  same  moral  principles  in  all  the  stages.  In 
each  stage  it  applies  a  particular  principle  or  ideal  of 
construction,  or  views  the  moral   facts  frftm  a  particular 


Moral  philosophy.  167 

standpoint.  This  is  not  only  true  of  the  moral  self  of 
the  individual,  but  also  of  the  race.  Hence  a  particular 
individual  would  estimate  the  moral  value  of  actions 
from  different  standpoints,  lower  and  higher,  at  different 
stages  of  Iris  moral  life  ;  and  so,  different  individuals 
having  attained  different  stages  of  moral  evolution 
would  judge  the  same  action  from  different  standpoints. 
Such  is  true  also  of  different  races  in  the  same  age  and 
also  in  different  ages.  Thus  some  would  judge  the 
moral  worth  of  an  action  by  reference  to  an  inexplicable 
moral  faculty  such  as  Moral  Sense  or  Conscience  ; 
oJ:hers  by  referring  it  to  happiness  personal  or  social  j 
and  others,  again,  by  reference  to  the  perfection  of 
human  nature.  These  diverse  modes  of  moral  judgment 
adopted  by  different  peoples  and  different  races  at  the 
same  time  or  at  different  times  are  sufficient  to  account 
for  the  divergence  of  moral  opinions  as  respects  the 
moral  values  of  actions.  These  also  explain  the  diver- 
gence as  respects  the  scope  and  meaning  of  the  moral 
laws.  The  moral  laws,  as  we  have  found,  are  ultimately 
but  general  rules  of  action  that  are  deduced  from  the 
idea  of  the  moral  standard  ;  and  thus,  the  nature  of  such 
a  standard  determines  the  scope  and  meaning  of  them. 
If  the  standard  is  personal  happiness,  the  scope  and 
meaning  of  the  moral  laws  will  be  understood  in  one 
way  ;  if  it  is  social  happiness,  they  will  be  understood 
in  a  different  way  ;  and  finally,  if  it  is  the  perfection  of 
human  nature,  they  will  be  understood  in  a  still  more 
different  way»  Thus,  an  egoistic  hedonist,  who  under- 
stands the  scope  and  meaning  of  the  moral  law  "Thou 
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Shalt  not  steal"  in  a  particular  way,  will  not  consider 
those  acts  of  stealing  that  are  pleasant  to  him  as  coming 
under  the  scope  and  meaning  of  the  law  ;  whereas  an 
utilitarian  hedonist  will  understand  them  in  a  different 
way  ;  so  also  a  perfectionist  ;  and  both  will  consider 
those  acts  as  coming  unquestionably  under  the  law. 
Again,  that  act  of  stealing  which  is  conducive  to  the 
happiness  or  efficiency  of  society  will  be  regarded  right 
by  the  utilitarians,  as,  for  instance,  was  done  by  the 
ancient  Spartans  ;  while  it  will  be  condemned  by  the 
intuitionists  and  the  perfectionists.  In  this  way  it  can 
be  easily  shown  that  the  different  ethical  schools 
judging  actions  from  different  standpoints  will  under- 
stand the  scope  and  rtieaning  of  the  moral  laws  different- 
ly. Yet  it  cannot  be  denied  that  in  the  main  there 
is  some  sort  of  agreement  with  regard  to  moral  opinions, 
though  there  is  also  a  great  deal  of  divergence  at  all 
times  and  in  all  ages  among  all  people  and  race.  The 
still  greater  cause  of  divergence  seems  to  be  that  even 
when  people  agree  with  regard  to  the  scope  and 
meaning  of  the  moral  laws  they  considerably  differ  as 
to  their  application  to  concrete  cases.  In  short,  the 
real  cause  of  both  the  agreement  and  divergence  lies  in 
the  nature  of  the  moral  life  itself,  which  is  a  unity-in- 
difference—?i  harmonisation  of  conflicting  principles — 
a  systematisation  of  diverse  and  jarring  elements. 


Chapter  ix. 

Moral  Sentiments. 

I.  Meaning  of  Sentiment  :  The  sentiments 
are  the  higher  forms  of  developed  feeling  than  the 
emotions.  They  differ  from  the  emotions  in  being 
"more  ideal  and  spiritual."  "They  are  'fuller  of  ideas' 
and  some  of  them  are  found  to  be  complex  forms  of 
feeling  that  arise  only  in  the  presence  of  "ideals"  or 
construclions  of  imagination  and  thought  which  the 
mind  holds  up  to  itself  aS  types  or  patterns  6f  what  is 
not,  but  ought  to  be,"  (  Prof.  Ladd,  Primer  of  Psycho- 
logy, pp.  182 — 83  ).  These  types  or  patterns  are  of 
three  kinds  : — the  ideal  of  Truth,  the  ideal  of  Beauty 
and  the  ideal  of  Goodness,  The  contemplation  of  each 
of  these  ideals  gives  rise  to  a  unique  kind  of  sentiment 
called,  respectively,  the  intellectual  or  logical,  the 
aesthetic  and  the  ethical  or  moral. 

II.  Characteristics  of  the  Moral  Senti- 
ments : — As  we  have  just  now  found,  the  moral  senti- 
ment is  a  unique  kind  of  feeling  that  arises  out  of  the 
contemplation  of  the  moral  ideal  or  the  ideal  of  right- 
ness  or  goodness.  As  a  rational  agent  man  is  always 
guided,  consciously  or  unconsciously,  by  the  idea  of 
the  ultimate  end  of  conduct  or  the  ideal  of  the  moral 
life  ;  and  feels  that  his  actual  conduct  or  moral  life  falls 
always  far  short  of  that  end  or  ideal  :  hence  there  is  a 
constant  longing  deeply  rooted  in  his  nature  for  gradu- 
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ally  adjusting  his  conduct  to  that  end,  i.  e.  making  it 
more  and  more  harmonious  with  the  best  type  of 
conduct,  or  for  making  his  actual  moral  life  more  and 
more  progressive  towards  the  ideal,  i.  e.  the  perfect 
moral  life.  This  feeling  and  longing  or  thirst  after 
perfection,  constitutes  the  moral  sentiment. 

But  there  are  some  other  feelings  directly  or  indirect- 
ly connected  with  the  moral  sentiment  that  are  also  com- 
monly called  moral  sentiments  ;  but  really,  some  of 
them  are  feelings,  others  are  affections  and  emotions 
accompanying,  harmonising  with,  animating,  enforcing 
moral  judgments  in  which  the  agreement  or  disagree- 
ment of  conduct  with  the  moral  ideal,  or  the  nature  of 
the  character  of  the  agent  acting  up  to  or  violating  such 
an  ideal,  is  described.  Thus,  there  is  a  variety  of  moral 
sentiments  which  are  of  different  psychological  charac- 
ter and  have  two  distinct  but  correlated  sources.  The 
true  moral  sentiment  arises,  as  we  have  found,  directly 
from  the  contemplation  of  the  Good  or  the  moral  Ideal ; 
and  it  is,  therefore,  an  abstract,  impersonal,  and  dis- 
interested emotive  state  ;  whereas  there  are  other 
ethical  feelings  that  accompany  or  follow  upon  the 
different  kinds  of  moral  judgments,  in  obedience  to  the 
general  psychological  law  that  all  "cognitive  activities 
are  accompanied  or  followed  by  feelings. 

III.  Classification  of  the  moral  senti- 
ments : —  The  moral  sentiments  may  be  classified 
in  the  way  as  represented  in  the  following  table  ; — 
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Moral  Sentiments. 


Sentiment  of  moral 
obligation,  or 
'feeling  of  oughtness" 


.         J 
Feehngs  of  Approbation 
and  Disapprobation. 


(  when  refer  to  action  ) 
Moral  beauty  and  moral 
deformity,     (called  aesthetic 
moral  sentiments.) 


(  when  refer  to  agents  ) 


(  To  ourselves  ) 
Self-approval,  leading  to 
Self-esteem;  Self-reproach 
and  Remorse. 


(  To  others  ) 
Admiration;   Dis-esteem, 
and  Indignation. 


{a)  The  sentiment  of  moral  obligation  or 
the  "feeling  of  oughtness"  :— This  sentiment  is 
directly  excited  by  the  contemplation  of  the  moral  ideal 
or  the  idea  of  right  or  good.  Whenever  we  think  of 
the  moral  ideal  we  feel  a  sense  of  obligation  to  realise 
it  or  act  up  to  it  in  our  conduct.  The  idea  of  the  moral 
ideal  is  not  a  merely  passive  idea  like  the  idea  of  the 
beautiful,  giving  rise  to  a  mere  passive  enjoyment,  but 
contains  an  active  element  also  which  exhibits  itself  in 
a  feeling  that  is  itself  a  motive  force,  impelling  us  to 
attain  the  ideal  in  our  life  and  action. 

ij})  The  feelings  of  Approbation  and  Dis- 
approbation : — These  feelings  are  excited  by  actions 
that  are  recognised  as  right  or  good  and  wrong  or   bad. 

22 
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Whenever  we  recoghis^  m  action  as  ^bod  or  right,  we 
approve  of  it  and  experience  a  feeling  of  pleasure  called 
the  feeling  of  Approbation ;  and  when  we  recognise 
an  action  as  wrong  or  bad,  we  disapprove  of  il:  and  have 
a  feeling  of  pain  called  the  feeling  of  DisapprobatioH'. 
These  feelings  of*  Approbation  and  Disapprobation  may 
refer,  to  actions  or  agents^  When  they  refer  to  actions, 
we  have — 

(i)  The  sssthetic  moral  sentiments,  which 
exhibit  themselves  in  the  forms  of  the  feelings  of  Moral 
Beauty  and  Moral  Deformity.  When  we  approve  of  an 
action  because  of  its  goodness  or  Tightness  we  experience 
a  Jsind  of  beauty  in  it ;  and  when  we  disapprove  of  it  by 
reason  of  its  badness  or  wrongness  we  feel  a  kind  of 
deformity  in  it.  This  beauty  and  deformity  attached  to, 
the  right  and  the  wrong  actions  excite  feelings  in  us 
that  resemble  the  feelings  excited  by  beautiful  and  ugly 
objects.     (See,  above.  Chap.  VII — Moral  Sense). 

Again,  when  the  feelings  of  Approbation  and  Dis- 
approbation refer  to  ourselves  as  agents,  we  have — 

(ii)  The  feelings  of  Self-approval  or  Self- 
esteem,  and  of  Self-reproach  and  Remorse, 
which  arise  from  the  consciousness  that  we  have  done 
rij;ht  or  wrong,  good  or  bad.  (i)  When  our  action  is 
right  or  good,  we  not  only  approve  of  it,  but  also  ap- 
prove of  the  character  or  the  self  which  is  its  ultimate 
source.  And  the  feeling  following  upon  such  approval 
is  always  pleasurable  and .  is  called  the  feeling  of  Self- 
approval  or  Self-approbation  or  Self-satisfaction.  The 
experience   of  this  feeling  is   follbwed  by  peace  of  mind 
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and  is  often  described  as  the  "testimorty  of  a  good  cop- 
science,  meaning  an  approving  conscience".  This  feeling 
when  frequently  experienced  as  the  result  of  frequent 
performances  of  right  or  gOdd  actions,  leads  to  the  senti* 
ment  of  Self-esteem  or  Self-respect.  Thus  this  sentiment 
is  the  necessary  accompaniment  of  virtue  or  the  good 
habits  of  will  and  action.  Self-esteem  is,  therefore,  an 
essential  feature  ot  a  soundly-working  moral  nature.  It 
is  wholly  distinct  from  Pride  which  is  immoral,  and  is 
in  full  harmony  with  conscience,^  It  is  always  allied  to 
Humility  which  is  so  characteristic  of  all  healthy  moral 
nature.  The  loss  of  Self-esteem  thus  indicates  a  moral 
disorder.  The  degeneration  of  moral  nature  is  inevitably 
followed  by  the  loss  of  Self-esteem  ;  and  When  the  dege- 
neration is  very  great,  there  is  the  total  disappearance 
of  this  sentiment,  indicating  a  nature  which  is  scarcely 
above  that  of  the  brute. 

(2)  When,  on  the  other  hand,  our  action  is  wrong  or 
bad,  we  not  only  disapprove  of  it,  but  also  disapprove 
of  the  character  or  the  self  of  which  it  is  the  issue.  And 
the  feeling  resulting  from  such  disapproval  is  always 
painful  and  is  called  the  reeling;  of  Se,lf-reproach  ox'Self- 
eandemnation  or  Self-dissatisfaction.  The  experience  of 
this  fe'eling  is  followed  by  a  great  uneasiness  of  mind 
and  often  called  "the  accusation  of  an  evil  conscience.". 
This  feeling,  in  its  more  active  farm,  passes  into  Shame 
and  shame,  intensified,  '\i Remorse-QV  Contrition.  Rfitnqrse. 
is  commonly  termed  the  pang  or  sting  qf.  cpn$cience  ;  jt 
is-vefy  tormenting  and-exereisss  a  great  .iofluence  upon- 
6br-m6*ral':natures  by  restraining,  usi f rdm  .contijiB^infie  inr 
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immorality.  But  it  may  go  beyond  our  personal  control 
and  pass  into  recklessness. 

Remorse  or  contrition  should  be  carefully  distingu- 
ished from  Humiliation  or  Attrition.  Both  of  these  two 
classes  of  feeling  follow  upon  wrong-doing ;  but  they 
must  not  be  confounded  with  each  other.  Remorse  is  a 
moral  sentiment,  whereas  humiliation  is  immoral  :  the 
one  is  a  mark  of  healthy  moral  nature  and  allied  to  humi- 
lity ;  the  other  indicates  more  or  less  a  moral  disorder 
and  is  allied  to  pride, — it  is  merely  the  mortification  of 
wounded  pride — the  feeling  that  our  action  will  bring 
disgrace  upon  us.  This  distinction  becomes  manifest 
when  we  consider  their  effects  upon  .the  moral  nature. 
Remorse  purifies  our  soul  by  (i)  preventing  us  from 
doing  similar  wrong,  and  (2)  elevating  the  soul  to  the 
height  from  which  it  has  fallen,  or  to  a  still  greater 
height,  as  is  found  in  those  instances  of  conversion  in 
which  men  sunk  lowest  into  the  depth  of  immorality 
are  found  to  suddenly  begin  to  live  a  far  more  austere 
and  elevated  life  ;  whereas  attrition  sinks  a  man  lower 
into  the  depth  of  immorality. 

Hence  :  just  as  the  loss  of  Self-esteem  is  indicative 
of  a  moral  disorder,  so  is  the  loss  of  Remorse.  A  man, 
whom  *he  pang  of  conscience  has  ceased  to  torment,  is 
a  morally  dead  man.  The  sinners  to  whom  wrong-doing 
has  become  a  confirmed  habit  have  ceased  to  feel  the 
accusation  of  conscience,  or  the  torment  of  Remorse  ; 
to  them  wrong-doing  is  as  pleasant  as  right-doing  is  to 
an  honest  man.  This  does  not,  of  course,  imply  that 
they  have  lost  their   moral   nature   altogether ;  that   is 
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impossible  for  men  as  rational  beings  :  this  simply  im- 
plies that  their  moral  nature  has  become  dormant  and 
may  be  roused  at  a  single  animating  call,  as  is  the  case 
with  all  converts. 

When  the  feelings  of  Approbation  and  Disapproba- 
tion refer  to  other  persons  as  agents,  we  have — 

(iii)  The  feelings  of  Admiration  and  of  Dis- 
esteem  and  Indignation,  which  arise  from  the 
consciousness  that  other  persons  have  done  right  or 
wrong,  good  or  bad.  When  we  approve  the  action  of 
other  persons  as  being  right  or  good;  we  have  the  feeling 
of  approbation  which,  together  with  the  attendant  feel- 
ing of  the  beautiful  gives  riseio  the  feeling  of  Admira- 
tion for  them.  When  we  disapprove  of  the  actions,  the 
consequent  feeling  of  disapprobation  and  the  attendant 
feeling  of  the  ugly  gives' birth  to  the  feeling  of  Disesteem 
or  Disrespect  for  them,  and  also  rouses  the  feeling  of 
Indignation.  Frequent  admiration  of  a  person  leads  to 
a  judgment  of  general  approval. ol  his  character  attended 
by  love  and  trust.  Similarly,  frequent  disrespect  to  a 
person  is  attended  by  dislike  and  distrust. 

IV.  Relation  of  the  moral  sentiments  to 
the  moral  judgments: — The  nature  of  the  relation 
between  the  moral  sentiments  and  the  moral  judgments 
has  been  a  matter  of  much  dispute.  Two  rival  schools 
have  been  carrying  on  the  controversy  that  has  been 
raised  round  it,  the  one  of  which  tending  to  elevate  into 
special  prominence  the  claims  of  feelings,  and  the  other 
the  claims  of  ^reason,  (i)  Thus,  the  Moral  Sense  or 
iSsthebic   school   maintains  that   actions    excite  some 
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feelings  In  ui  throiigb  whith  we"  discern  and  measure 
their  moral  qualities,  just  as  we  discern  the  beauty  and 
deformity  of  objects  through  the  feelings  excited  by 
them,  or  the  secondary  qualities  of  objects  through  the 
sensations  produced  by  them.  :The  hedonists  in  general 
hold  a  similar  vieW.  Thus,  with  Hume  the  agreeable  or 
disagreeable  feelingi,sporitaneously  excited  by  actions  is 
the  only  measure  of  their  rightness  or  wronghess:  With 
Mill  conscience  is  an  emotion  "encrusted  over  with 
collateral  associations".  With  Dr.  Bain  also  conscience, 
at  least  in  its  early  stage,  is  an  emotion  evolved  from 
such  feelings  as  fear,  hope,  love,  sympathy,  &c. 

(2)  The  intuitionists  iff  general,  on  the  other  hand, 
maintain  that  "Moral  Sentiments  being  essentially  dep- 
endent on  the  moral  judgments,  rise  spontaneously  along 

with  these  judgments,  and  in  accordance  with  them 

This  law  of  the  rise  of  moral  sentiments,  by  which    they 
depenci  upon  preceding  judgments,  makes  the  moral  sen- 
timent of  no  value  as  a  standard  for  deciding  the    moral 
Character  of  actions.    Everything  here  depends  upon  the 
validity  of  the  moral  judgment   with    which    they   have 
taken   their   rise.     A   sentiment  of  self-satisfaction  will 
attend   a  judgment    of  self-approbation,  whether   that 
judgment  be  correct  or  not.     The  sole   test  of  the  moral 
value  of  the  sentimental  experience  is  found  in  the  test 
of  the  moral  quality  of  personal  actions — clear  recogni- 
tion  of  moral   law."     (Dr.   Calderwobd,    Handbook    of 
Moral  Philosophy,  pp.  206 — 7).     The  moral  feeling,   ac- 
cdrding  to  Kant,'  is  "the  susceptibility  for  pleasure  or 
displeasure  merely  from  the  consciousness  of  the  agree- 


ment  or  disagreement  of  our  action  vj^ith  the  law  pf 
duty,"  The  tijoral  sentirnents,  thus,  /o/Zozy  the  mpral 
judgments  Jn  which  such  agreement  or  disagreement  is 
expressed,  and  do  not,  thereiore,  precede  thep. 

Criticism :— The  intuitive,  hedonistic  and  the 
aesthetic  theories  are  all  based  upon  an  imperfect  and 
one-sided  view  of  mpral  cons,ciousness.  Moral  consci- 
ousness, as  we  have  found,  (see,  above,  Chap.  V),  is  a 
complex  phenomenon  :  the  moral  judgment  and  the 
moral  sentiment  are  only  two  elements  involved  in  it  ; 
they  are,  therefore,  interrelated  and  inseparable  from 
each  other.  There  cannot  be  a  moral  judgment  whi?h 
does  not  involve  a  moral  sentiment ;  and  similarly,  there 
cannot  be  a  moral  sentiment  which  is  not  connected 
with  a  moral  judgment.  The  moral  judgment  as  an 
intellectual  activity  must  have  an  emotiye  tone  in  obedi- 
ence to  the  general  psychological  law  that  every  menjal 
activity  involves  an  element  of  feeling.  Likewise,  a  sen- 
timent, which  is  by  itself  unqualified,  acquires  a  moral 
quality  only  from  the  moral  judgment  with  which  it  is 
connected.  Therefore,  the  phrase  "moral  sentiments"  is 
inadmissible,  if  we  mean  by  it  "sentiments"  which  deter- 
mine the  qualities  of  judgments  called  moral,  inasmuch 
as,  in  the  first  place,  they  themselves  have  no  quality 
when  separated  from  such  judgments,  and  in  the  second 
place,  when  so  separated  they  become  abstractions 
-and  therefore  non-entities.  The  same  ,  is  true  mutatis 
mutandis  of  the  moral  judgmeats,  when  separated  from 
the  moral  sentiments.  The  constituents  of  an  organic 
whole  are  interdependent  and  cp-existent^  so  that  it  is 
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futile  to  hold  that  one  constituent  precedes  or  entirely 
depends  upon  the  other.  This  does  not,  of  course,  imply 
that  these  factors  are  present  in  moral  consciousnesa 
always  in  the  same  proportion  and  with  the  same  expH- 
citness.  As  Prof.  Sully  has  truly  remarked  :  "  In  the 
crude,  early  stages  of  moral  development,  feeling  (fear, 
respect  for  a  person)  is  uppermost,  though  even  here  a 
subordinate  intellectual  element  is  present  in  the  discri- 
mination of  a  right  and  a  wrong  class  of  actions,  e.  g.  lie 
from  truthful  statement.  Hence  the  early  stages  of 
moral  education  are  chiefly  concerned  with  fixing  for 
life  a  habit  of  swift  and  unfailing  emotive  response,  e.  g. 
repugnance  at,  and  shrinking  from,  a  lie.  A  person  is 
not  morally  developed  who  has  not  this  irresistible  "ins- 
tinct" to  greet  and  to  reject,  prior  to  any  process  of 
reflexion,  particular  sorts  of  conduct.  At  the  sametime, 
all  the  higher  stadia  of  moral  development  depend,  to  a 
large  extent,  on  prolonged  and  nice  processes  of  refle- 
xion. Only  in  this  way  can  we  reach,  for  example,  a 
fine  and  true  feeling  even  for  such  homely  duties  as 
honesty  and  truth.  As  modern  literature  is  ever  remi- 
nding us,  morality,  instead  of  being  the  simple  affair  we 
took  it  to  be  in  childhood,  is  immensely  and  perplexingly 
complex  ;  and  each  of  us  has,  to  a  considerable  extent, 
to  evolve  a  new  code  of  moral  maxims  to  meet  the  pecu- 
liar circumstances  of  his  own  individual  life."  (The 
Human  Mind,  Vol.  II,  p.  169). 

V.  Origin  of  tlie  moral  sentiments :— As 
regarding  the  nature  of  the  relation  between  the  moral 
judgments  and  the  moral  sentiments,  so  regarding  their 
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origin  there  are  two  rival  theories.  The  intyitionists,  on 
the  one  hand,  maintain  that  the  moral  sentiments,  like 
the  moral  judgments,  are  unique  and  in  derivative  from' 
any  non-moral  feelings.  With  regard  to  the  sentiment 
of  moral  obligation  and  of  moral  approbation  or  disap- 
probation Prof.  Ladd  remarks  :  "This  (i.  e.  the  senti- 
ment of  moral  obligation)  is  a  perfectly  unique  senti- 
ment, is  not  like  any  other,  and  cannot  be  understood  as 
a  development  or  modification  of  any  other.  Its  unique 
character  is  undoubted,  however  the  sentiment  may  seem 
to  have  arisen.  So  far  as  is  known,  the  lower  animals 
have  no  corresponding  form  of  consciousness.  Second  : 
the  sentiment  of  moral  approbation  seems  also  to  be  a 
distinctive  and  unique  ethical  sentiment That  dis- 
tinctively moral  feeling  which  arises  when,  in  spite,  it 
may  be,  of  threatened  pain  and  loss,  one  has  done  what 
sound  judgment  decides  ought  to  be  done,  is  apparently 
the  possession  of  man  alone."  (Primer  of  Psychology, 
p.  189).  The  hedonists,  on  the  other  hand,  deny  their 
original,  unique  and  elementary  character  and  attempt 
to  derive  them  from  non-moral  feelings.  Their  doctrine 
may  be  summarised  as  follows  : — 

The  origin  of  the  -moral  sentiments,  like  every  other 
complex  natural  fact  presupposes  (a)  some  materials, 
and  (b)  some  agency  or  agencies  to  operate  upon  those 
materials  in  order  to  combine  them  into  new  complexes 
by  transformation  and  modification. 

(a)  The  roots  of  the  moral  sentiments :— (i> 
The  first  of  these  materials  or  roots  out  of  which  the  mo- 
ral sentiments  arise,  are  the  ^^owfec  feelings.  Theinstinc- 
23 
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^ive  impulse  of^  self  ^preservation  or  self4oveiis  the  roof  of 
all  other  impulses.  The  altruistic  impulses  such  assym^ 
.p^thy  or  benevolence,  when  closely  examined  into,  are 
found  to  invblve  an  egoistic  element.  Thus  sympathy 
may  be  regarded  as  an  enlargement  of  the  primary^feeling 
for  our  own  good.  The  feeling  of  motal  disapprobation 
is  nothing  but  a  modified  and  developed  form  of  egoistic 
-resentment. 

(ii)  The  second  of  these  materials  or  roots  of  the 
moral  sentiments  are  the  semi-social  or  ego -altruistic 
feelings,  such  as  the  respect  for  other's  opinion,  the  love 
•of  other's  approbation  and  so  forth,  which  contribute 
largely  to  the  development  of  morality,  especially  in  its 
early  stages. 

(iii)  The  ego-altruistic  feelings  are  not,  by  themselveSj, 
sufGcient  to  effect  the  transition  from  egoism  to  altruism. 
In  order  that  a  pure  disinterested  feeling  of  morality  may 
grow  up  in  the  mind,  the  social  feelings,  properly  so-called, 
specially  the  feeling  of  sympathy,  that  is,  a  regard  for 
-.other's  welfare  for  its  own  sake,  must  come  into  play. 
The  essence  of  morality  being  a  disinterested  love  of 
other's  welfare,  it  is  evident  that  there  mustbe  anagency 
-or  impulse  in  our  nature  which  is  capable  of  transforming 
the .  egoistic  feelings  which  impel  us  to  our  own  welfare, 
into  altruistic  feelings  which  impel  us  to  other's  welfare,. 
And  this  agency,  is  sympathy.  This  is  further  corrobor 
rated  by  the  fact  that  in  the  case  of  both  the  race  and 
the  individual  the  moral  sentiments  are  seen  to  develop 
pari  passu  with  the  development  of  sympathy. 

\b)  The  agencies  operating  upon  the  ma- 
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tef ials  : — The  development  of  the  moral  sentiments 
out  of  simpler  feelin^gSi  depends  also  upon  cerfain  exter- 
nal conditions.  Although  sympathy  can  "develop  certain 
altruistic  feelings  out  of  the  egoistic,  it  cannot  generate 
that  sense  of  «/«^  or  obligation  which  is  a  distinctive 
feature  of  morality.  We  may  acquire  the  habit  of  loving 
■other's  welfare,  but  still  the  question  rem'ains,  why  shall 
we  be  obliged  to  do  so  ?  This  sense  of  obligation  can  he 
developed  only  by  some  external  conditions.  These 
conditions  are  generally  called  " sanctions" '■viV\c\\  are  no- 
thing but  different  forms  of  external  authority  (parental, 
social,  political,  moral  and  religious),  backed  by  punish- 
ment and  rewards.  f 

Origin  of  the  moral  sentiments  :— These 
agencies  act,  in  the  first  instance,  upon  the  egoistic  feel- 
ings. The  child  desists  from  acting  in  a  particular  way 
from  the  fear  ot  punishment,  or  acts,  in  a  particular  way, 
to  earn  the  promised  reward.  In  the  second  place,  these 
-agencies  give  a  definite  direction  to  the  instinctive  work- 
ings of  his  social  or  semi-social  feelings.  Thus  his  love 
of  other's  approbation  takes  on  a  more  comprehensive 
•form  of  a  permanent  desire  to  perform  those  actions 
which  are  uniformly  approved  of  by  them.  In  this  way 
a  feeling  of  reverence  for  command  is  now  developed  in 
the  mind  of  the  child. 

The  feeling  of  reverence  for  law  thus  generated  by 
the  educative  action  bf»  authority  undergoes  a  process 
of  development.  This  development  goes  hand  in  hand 
with  that  of  the  social  feelings  proper,  e.  g.,  affection 
.and  sympathy,  and  of  individual  Teflexion.     At  the  first 
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stage,  this  feeling  of  reverence  is  restricted  to  personal- 
commands,  such  as  the  commands  of  parents,  teachers^ 
and  so  forth.  But  this  crude  feeling  of  reverence,  unless 
divested  of  personal  element,  does  not  constitute  mora- 
lity. True  morality  begins  to  be  understood  when  the 
child  begins  to  recognise  the  validity  of  such  commands. 
He  must  begin  to  know  that  they  are  not  meant  for 
him  alone,  but  for  others  as  well,  and  that  they  are  not 
enacted  by  a  particular  governor  (e.  g.  the  parent)  for 
any  ulterior  purpose,  except  their  intrinsic  Tightness. 
General  customs  help  the  child  a  great  deal  to  under- 
stand this  objective  character  of  morality  and  its 
independence  of  any  particular  source. 

A  still  higher  stage  is  reached  when  the  grounds  of 
such  general  subjection  to  law  begin  to  be  understood. 
At  this  stage  the  personal  element  of  morality  gives 
place  to  social  aspect  and  all  moral  rules  are  recognised 
as  means  to  the  realisation  of  the  social  or  common 
good.  Sympathy  and  reflexion  play  an  important 
part  here. 

Criticism  : — The  hedonistic  account  of  the  origin 
of  the  moral  sentiments  as  described  above  seems  to  be 
quite  unsatisfactory.  It  tries  to  develop  them  from 
non-moral  feelings  such  as  the  feeling  of  self-preservation 
or  self-love,  the  love  of  other's  approbation,  sympathy,. 
&c.  Hence  hedonism  commits  here,  as  elsewhere,  the 
grave  mistake  that  the  moral  can  be  evolved  from  the 
non-moral,.,  -'should  be"  from  "is"  or  ''must".  In  the 
second  place,  it  supposes  that  the  agencies  that  achieve 
such  a   wonderful   result  are  some   external  authorities 
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social,  political,  religious,  &e.     But  it  forgets   that  these 
agencies  themselves  must  first  be  recognised  as  operating 
in  conformity  with  the  moral  law  and  thus  as  having  an 
authority  that  is  morally  binding   upon  us.     The  instru- 
ments through  which  those  agencies  work,   viz.,  the  fear 
of  punishment   and  the  hope  of   reward,  are   themselves 
devoid   of  any    moral   significance.     The   former   may 
produce  a  feeling   of  grief  or  regret ;  but  regret   is  quite 
distinct  from  "remorse"  which  arises  from  the    violation 
of  a   moral   law   or   moral    authority.     The   latter  may 
produce  a   feeling  of   pleasure  or   satisfaction  ;  but  this 
feeling  is  different  from  the   feeling  of   self-approbation 
that  arises  from  acting   in  accordance  with  a    moral  law 
or   authority.     In  its  explanation  of  the  origin  of  mora- 
lity,  hedonism   invariably    forgets   the    most     essential 
condition  of  evolution  that  the  evolvsd  must  not  contain 
anything   that  was   not   already   in  the   germ.     In    the 
present  instance,  the  moral  sentiments  contain  a  peculia- 
rity  called  moral ;  and  this   peculiarity  must  already  be 
in   the   germs,  viz.,  the   ego-altruitistic    and   altruitistic 
feeling,   as  well  as  the  fear  of  punishment  and  the  hope 
of  reward,  if  the  hedonistic  explanation  be   accepted  as 
true.     But  it  is  admitted  on  all  hands  that  these  feelings 
are  not  really  moral  or  contain  any  germs  of  morality  ; 
they   are   merely   "powerful    adjuncts   (or  aids)   to   the 
development  of  genuine  moral  sentiment." 


CHAFTEB  X. 

The  Postulates  of  Moral  judgments. 

[Personality ;  Reason ;  Self-determination] 

We  have  alreiady  found  what  is  the   nature  cf  moral 
judgment;  and  also   what   is  the   nature   of  the   object 
upon    which  such  a  judgment  is  passed.     In  discussing 
the  nature  of  the  object  we  have  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  it  is   ultimattely  the  person  doing  who  is  the  precise- 
object  of  moral  judgment.    And  in  discussing  the  nature 
of   the    subject   or   principle   we  have   also  found   (see, 
chap.  I — VI)  that  all    theories   of  the  moral    standard 
suppose   that  a  moral    being  is  a  person  ;  only  that   th& 
nature  of  a  person    is  conceived  in  different  ways.     But 
after  reviewing  these  theories  critically  one  after  another 
we  have  arrived  at  the  conclusion   that  the  most  consis- 
tent theory  of  the  moral   standard  is  that  which  regards 
a  person  as  essentially  rational ;  which  holds,   that  is  to 
say,   that  only  a    rational    being   is   capable    of  moral 
censure  or  approbation  ;  and  that  to  the  rational  actions: 
only   the  moral   laws  are  applicable.     The  moral  judg- 
ment thus  presupposes  a  person  ora  rational  being  who 
can   become  properly,   not  only  its   object,  but   also  the 
source   of  its  subject  or   principle.     Or  the  whole  truth 
may  be  expressed  in   au.ap|iarently  paradoxical   form  ' 
that  a   person  is  both  the  object  and    the  subject  of  moral 
judgment.     He   is   the    object   inasmuch   as     only    the 
activity  of  a  person  who  acts  from    motive  is  capable  of 
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moral  approbation  or  disapprdbation.  He  is  the  subject 
inasmuch  as  the  moral  law  is  a  self-imposed  law— a  law 
that  comes  from  his  rational  self.  "Y^wxs  personality  is 
a  postulate,  and  presupposition  of  moral  judgment. 
What  is,  then,  meant  by  personality?  The  word 
"personality"  implies  (a)  Reason^  (b)  Self-determination,. 
(C)  Organic  relation  to  society. 

(A)  Reason  :— A  person  must  be  a  rational  being's,. 
but  a  rational  being  is  a  self-conscious  being — a  being 
capable  of  reflexion.  Hence  personality  consists  in 
self- consciousness  or  reflexion.  But  self-consciousness 
is  a  principle  of  unity-in-difference — it  is  the  self's  cons- 
ciousness of  itself  as  distinguished  from,  yet  related 
to  the  not-self-r—\X.  is  therefore  the  consciousness  of 
unity-in-difFerence — a  consciousness  of  correlativity  of 
diverse  elements.'  Hence  a  person  is  an  essential  and 
integral  member  of  the  world,  especially  of  the  world 
of  spirits  in  which  he  stands  to  the  rfest  in  both  opposition 
and  relation.  His  own  good  is  therefore  the  Summum 
Bonum,  the  supreme  or  sovereign  good — the  good  of 
each  is  the  good  of  all.  (See  Bk.  II,  Chap,  vi;  pp.  143,- 
45).  For  these  reAsons,. a.  non-rational  hemg  cannot  hs 
a  person,  at  least  in  "the  ethical  sense  of  the  term.  (See 
Bk.  II,  Chap,  vi,  P.  150);  because  the  action  of  a  self.- 
conscious  being  only  -who  acts  from  preconceived  end 
can  be  the  object  6f  moral  judgmenit.  We  do  not  pass 
moral  judgment  upcin  theactions  of  non-rationa.l;\i)€va^& 
such  as  the  lower  aiiim&ls  and 'the.  other  objiects  qf 
nature  ;  npr  of  the  perscfns;  who  have  lost  their  rationa,.l 
powers'  as  the  iri'sShe,  the  somnambulic  aridthe  delir-ipu§. 
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»(See  above,  Chap.  I,  PP.  4-6  ).  Again,  the  very  posr 
sibility  of  moral  judgment  rests  on  the  supposition  that 
we  are  able  to  compare  the  action  with  regard  to  its 
agreement  or  disagreement,  with  a  standard  or  ideal, 
thus  indicating  that  we  have  the  power  of  comparison 
and  also  \!(\&  power  of  knowing  such  a  standard  or  ideal 
— both  of  which  prove  the  rationality  of  our  natuue. 
Hence  from  whatever  standpoint, — whether  from  the 
standpoint  of  its  object,  or  that  of  its  subject — we  view 
the  nature  of  moral  judgment,  we  are  irresistibly  led  to 
the  conclusion  that  only  a  person,  a  self-conscious  being, 
is  capable  of  moral  censure  or  approval  that  is  expressed 
in  the  moral  judgment.  Thus  Reason  is  a  postulate  of 
moral  judgment.  This  will  become  more  manifest  if  we 
•consider  the  other  presuppositions  of  moral  judgment. 

(B)  Self-determination  : — A  person  is  neces- 
sarily a  self-determined  or  free  being.  For  in  so  far  as 
'he  is  rational,  he  is  moral ;  and  in  so  far  as  he  is  moral, 
'he  is  free,  morality  consisting  in  free-obedience  to  a 
self-imposed  law.  "The  ought  of  duty  is  not  a  com- 
mand imposed  upon  us  from  without.  It  is  simply  the 
voice  of  the  true  self  within  us.  Conscience  is  the  sense 
that  we  are  not  ourselves  ;  and  the  voice  of  duty  is  the 
voice  that  says,  'to  thine  own  self  be  true'."  (Prof. 
Mackenzie,  Manual  of  Ethics,  p.  254  ).  In  this  connec- 
tion let  us  listen  to  the  argument  of  Kant :  If  we  examine 
the  nature  of  man  we  find  that  he  has  a  double  being — 
lie  has  a  sensuous  nature  and  an  intelligible  nature — he  is 
a  phenomenon  and  a  noumenon.  "Man  is  undoubtedly 
4   member   of  the  natural   world  :  even  his  intellectual 
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capacities  may  up  to  a  certain  extent  be  said  to  have 
their  province  in  nature.  But  man,  if  he  is  to  be  a  moral 
being,  must  so  far  look  upon  himself  as  a  member  of  an 
inteUigible  or  spiritual  world.  He  must,  'erect  himself 
above  himself'.''  The  moral  law  speaks  to  the  soul. 
It  is  the  law  which  is  the  law  of  his  own  nature.  Hence 
the  obedience  to  the  moral  law  is  not  obedience  in  the 
.  strict  sense  at  all  ;  rather  the  soul  willingly  adopts  the 
dictates  of  the  moral  law  as  a  maxim  of  its  own,  "It  is 
only  when  the  agent  takes  up  this  position  as  himself 
at  one  with  the  law — as  virtually  a  law-giver — that  the 
will  is  moral.  Morality  then  implies  that  the  will  of 
the  agent  gives  the  law — that  the  will  is  autonomous. 
And,  yet,  man,  as  a  natural  being  has  not  this  autonomy ; 
he  has,  on  the  contrary,  a  will  governed  by  sensuous 
objects  of  desire.  His  autonomous  will  is  an  ideal  will  ; 
by  it  he  conceives  himself  as  on  the  platform  of  a  world 
where  reason  rules  supreme,  whilst  at  the  same  time, 
he  cannot,  as  human,  free  himself  from  the  consciousness 
that  the  ideal  will  is  a  law  restricting  and  controlling 
the  desires  of  the  natural  man." 

"So,  too,  with  freedom,  which  is  only  another  name 
for  autonomy  of  will.  Freedom  like  autonomy  is  no 
quality  of  the  natural  will.  It  is  only  in  the  power  of 
adopting  the  moral  law  as  a  maxim  governing  our  will, 
and  adopting  it  so  intimately,  that  the  maxim  is  thought 
as  the  very  utterance  of  our  own  higher  selves,  that  we 
are  free  : — in  other  words,  have  a  real  causative  origina- 
lity— a  power  of  absolutely  commencing  a  series  of 
events.    Freedom,  therefore,  forms  the  standpoint  on 
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which  morality  is  made  possible.  They  describe  the 
qualities  of  that  transcendent  will  whose  voice  is  the 
moral  law  and  which  the  human  soul  by  reason  recog- 
nises as  her  own.  They  imply,  therefore,  behind  the 
phenomenal,  human  being  a  noumenal  reality — a  will 
which  can  will  what  it  ought."  (  Prof.  Wallace's  Kant, 
pp.  211 — 13  ).  In  short,  as  a  rational  being — asaperson — 
man  is  free  ;  and  as  a  natural  being,  he  is  under  the 
bondage  of  necessity.  The  freedom  of  the  will  is  thus 
proved  to  be  a  postulate  of  moral  judgment. 

In  recent  times  Dr.  Martineau  expresses  the  same 
view  in  a  slightly  different  way  :  "either  free-will  is  a 
fact,  or  moral  judgment  a  delusion.  We  could  never 
condemn  one  turn  of  act  or  thought,  did  we  not  believe 
the  agent  to  have  command  of  another  ;  and  just  in 
proportion  as  we  perceive  in  hfs  temperament  or  edu- 
cation or  circumstances',  the  certain  preponderance  of 
particular  suggestions,  and  the  near  approach  to  an  inner 
necessity,  do  we  criticise  him  rather  as  a  natural  object " 
than  a  responsible  being,  and  deal  with  his  aberrations 
as  maladies  instead  of  sins.  The  ordinary  rule  which, 
in  awarding  penalties  of  wrong,  takes  into  consideration 
the  presence  or  absence  of  violent  temptation,  assumes 
a  personal  power  of  resistance  never  wholly  crushed 
but  sometimes  severely  strained.  Were  we,  in  our 
moral  problem,  as  much  at  the  mercy  of  the  laws  of 
association  as  we  are  in  our  efforts  to  remember  what 
we  have  forgotten  or  to  invent,  what  is  wanting  in  a 
design  we  ought  surely  to  look  on  the  guilty  will  with 
the  same  neutrality  as  on  the  failing  memory  or  unfertile 


MORAL   PHILOSOPHY.  189 

imagination.  This  is  indeed  prevailingly  admitted  by 
those  who  reduce  the  human  being  to  the  denomination 
of  mere  natural  laws.  The  application  of  praise  or 
blame,  they  acknowledge,  is  in  itself  as  absurd  as  to 
applaud  the  sun  rise  or  be  angry  at  the  rain  ;  and  the 
only  difference  is,  that  men  are  manageable  for  the 
future,  and  are  susceptible  to  the  influence  of  our  senti- 
ments regarding  them,  while  the  elements  are  not  5  so 
that  it  may  be  judicious,  with  a  view  to  benefits  to 
come,  .to  commit  the  absurdity  of  praising  what  is  not 
praiseworthy,  and  censuring  what  is  not  to  blame.  Thus 
to  reduce  the  moral  sentiments  to  a  policy  providing  for 
the  future,  instead  of  a  sentence  pronounced  upon  the 
past,  is  simply' to  renounce  them;  and  amounts  to  a 
confession  that  they  cannot  co-exist  with  a  theory  of 
necessary  causation.''  "Moral  judgment,  then,  postu- 
lates moral  freedom  ;  and  by  this  we  mean,  not  the 
absence  of  foreign  constraint,  but  the  presence  of  a 
personal  power  of  preference  in  relation  to  the  inner 
suggestions  and  springs  of  action,  as  freely  preferred  or 
excluded  by  our  will."    (  Types  of  Ethical  Theory,  vol. 

II,  pp.  41—43  )• 

Dr.  Sidgwick,  on  the  other  hand,  entertains  a  view 
diametrically  opposite  to  the  foregoing.  He  observes  : 
"If  happiness,  whether  private  or  general,  be  taken 
as  the  ultimate  end  of  action  on  a  Libertarian  view,  the 
adoption  of  a  Determinist  view  affords  no  ground  for 
rejecting  it  :  and  if  Excellence  is  in  itself  admirable  and 
desirable,  it  surely  remains  equally  so  whether  any 
individual's  approximation  to  it  is   entirely   determined 
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by  inherited  nature  and  external  influences  or  not  :— 
except  so  far  as  the  notion  of  excellence  includes  that 
of  Free-Will.  Now  Free  Will  is  obviously  not  included 
in  our  common  ideal  of  physical  and  intellectual  perfec- 
tion ;  and  it  seems  to  me  also  not  to  be  included,  in  the 
common  notions  of  the  excellences  of  character  which 
we  call  virtues  :  the  manifestations  of  courage,  temper- 
ance, and  justice  do  not  become  less  admirable  because 
we  can  trace  their  antecedents  in  a  happy  balance  of 
inherited  dispositions  developed  by  a  careful  eduoation." 
(  Methods  of  Ethics,  seventh  edition,  p.  68  ).  Thus, 
according  to  him,  freedom  of  the  will  is  indifferent  to 
morality  inasmuch  as  its  conception  is  not  involved  in 
the  conception  either  of  the  moral  ideal  or  of  virtue. 
Such  an  assertion  is  certainly  astounding.  Virtues  are  good 
habits  of  will  that  are  acquired  through  a  series  of  good 
voluntary  activities  ;  and  voluntary  activities  are 
meaningless  unless  in  their  determination  the  will  acts 
freely.  Thus  we  find  that  the  idea  of  virtue  involves 
the  idea  of  free  will.  Again,  the  voluntary  activities  by 
which  virtues  are  acquired  are  good  only  in  so  far  as 
they  agree  with  or  realise  the  ultimate  end  of  action. 
Hence  virtues- are  the  chief  means  by  which  that  ulti- 
mate end  is  realised.  Virtue  and  the  ultimate  end  of 
action  are  thus  related  as  means  to  an  end  and  insepar- 
able. Like  the  idea  of  virtue,  the  idea  of  the  ultimate 
end  also  involves  the  idea  of  freedom  inasmuch  as  it  is 
the  ultimate  end  of  voluntary  action,  i.  e.  by  voluntary 
action  only  it  should  be  realised.  So  that  it  will  be 
absurd  to  say  that  it  is  indifferent  whether  we   realise  it 
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by  voluntary  activities  or  by  involuntary  as  prompted 
by  "inherited  nature  and  external  impulses,"  because 
here  the  notion  of  excellence  includes  the  notion  of 
free-will.  Therefore,  the  involuntary  manifestation  of 
courage,  temperance  and  justice  is  certainly  not  admir- 
able, if  admiration  in  this  case  implies  moral  approval. 
Indeed,  it  is  very  difficult  to  understand  how  "the 
ideas  of  'responsibility,'  of  'obligation,'  of  good  or  ill 
'desert,'  of  'justice,'  and  proportionate  'retribution'  of 
praise  and  blame"  can  be  accounted  for  without  the 
assumption  that  conduct  is  the  issue  of  free-will — that 
conduct  is  the  determination  of  self  that  is  self-deter- 
mined in  its  activity.  And  an  ethical  system  that  is 
built  upon  such  an  indifferent  ground  must  be,  after  all, 
as  Dr.  Martineau  observes,  a  dead  and  silent  structure 
without  any  moral  significance. 

Now,  an  important  question  suggests  itself :  what 
is  the  true  meaning  of  Freedom  f  The  different  ethical 
schools  differ  considerably  with  regard  to  the  true 
meaning  of  freedom  ;  and  some  schools  altogether  deny 
freedom  of  the  human  will.  It  is  now  our  principal 
business  to  discuss  these  different  theories  in  order  to 
determine  the  true  meaning  of  freedom  that  has  moral 
significance.  The  problem  of  freedom  of  the  will  is 
ultimately  metaphysical  rather  than  ethical.  So  that 
without  entering  into  any  controversy  that  is  strictly 
metaphysical  we  shall  confine  ourselves  to  the  considera- 
tions of  its  those  aspects  that  have  any  direct  bearing 
upon  morality. 

It  is  admitted  on  all  hands  that  the  voluntary  actioni 
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is  determined  by  motive.  It  is  also  admitted  that 
motive  is  that  which  moves  us  to  action.  But  what  is  it 
that  moves  us  to  action  ?  Upon  the  true  character  of 
the  answer  to  this  question  entirely  depends  the 
solution  of  the  controversy  raised  between  the  two  rival 
schools — the  Determinists  and  the  Libertarians. 

(a)  Betermiuism  : — The  Determinists  hold  that 
the  action  is  determined  by  the  strongest  motive.  When 
there  is  only  one  motive  present  in  the  mind,  it  at  once 
determines  the  action.  When  there  is  a  conflict  of  mo- 
tives, the  strongest  one  prevails  and  determines  the  ac- 
tion. According  to  them  motive  is  a  feeling  which  is 
the  resultant  of  facts  and  events  external  to  and  inde- 
pendent of,  the  will.  Thus,  the  motive,  which  induces 
the  will  to  act  in  a  particular  way,  is  the  creature,  not 
of  the  will,  but  of  something  else  quite  independent  of 
the  will.  So  that, in  no  case,man  can  be  said  to  be  free. 
In  answer  to  the  question  what  is  that  something  else 
which  determines  the  motive  ?,  they  maintain  that  the 
motive  is  ultimately  determined  by  a  man's  character 
and  circumsiaftces.  But  if  it  is  again  asked  "what  is 
character"  ?,  they  would  answer  that  "it  must  be  traced 
ultimately  to  circumstances,  the  constitution  of  a  man's 
bodily  organism,  the  things  and  events  he  has  seen  and 
experienced,  and  certain  mental  predispositions  which 
are  his  by  heridity".  So  that  if  any  one  could  know  his 
character  accurately,  he  could  foretell  his  conduct  with 
unerring  precision,  just  as,  if  the  cause  were  known  the 
effect  could  be  foretold  with  utmost  accuracy.  The 
character  and  circumstances  being  entirely  external  to 
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and  independent  of,  the  will,  the  power  of  free  selection 
of  feelings  ( i.  e.  motives  )  in  the  case  of  their  leouflict  is 
absoMely  denied  to  it  ;  and  the  action,  which  is  mer-ely 
tlie  external  expression  of  motive,  is  also  regarded  as 
"the  joint  outcome  of  character  and  ciroumstances." 

The  above  doctrine  is  entirely  based  on  the  supposi- 
tion that  motive,  character  and  circumstances  are  really 
external  to  and  independent  of,  the  will,  and  that  in 
action  the  will  is  entirely  determined  by  these  external 
forces.  But  we  have  found  (  See  Bk.  I,  Chap-  IV,  pp. 
59 — 70  )  that  the  true  motive  is  not  a  feeling,,  but  a 
desire  as  freely  selected  by  the  will  ;  that  in  almost  all 
instances  it  is  a  complex  state  constituted  by  several 
desires  more  or  less  prominent  and  organically  related 
to  one  another,  and  that  this  complex  state  which  is  the 
true  psychological  antecedent  to  and  therefore  the  real 
determinant  of  voluntary  action  is  intention.  We  liave 
found  also  that  intention  is  a  complex  of  the  ideas  of 
several  endiS  preconceived  by  the  will,  or  of  several  ideal 
consequences  foreseen  and  intended  by  the  willing 
agent,  thus  indicating  that  it  is  wholly  a  product  of  the 
activity  of  the  will.  Again,  it  must  be  admitted  that 
intention  is  related  to  character.  But  character  is  also 
a  product  of  the  will  acting  upon  the  circumstances. 
The  circumstances,  again,  are  such  in  so  fer  as  they  are 
related  to  and  reacted  upon  by^,  character.  Thus,  we 
find  that  will,  character,  circumstances,  motive  and 
conduct  are  interrelated  and  inseparable.  Hence  it  is 
absurd  to  say  that  the  will  has  notliing  to  do  with  the 
determination  of  the  action.    (  See  above  Chap.  1 1  ). 
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(l>)    Libertarianism  -.—The  Libertarians,  on  the 
other  hand,  maintain  that  the  will  can  determine  actions 
independently  of  motive,    character    and   circumstances. 
We  seem  to  have  an  irrestible  belief  that  we  can   always 
choose  freely  between  two  opposite  alternatives  and  that 
our  choice  is  not  determined   by   antecedent   conditions 
and  circumstances,  but  that  we  always  might  choose 
otherwise  than  we  do  choose.     And,  again,  we   cannot 
resist  the  conviction  that  this  something  which   we  call 
freedom  of  choice  is  bound  up   in   such  a  way   with   our 
moral  judgments  and  with  our  conception   of  merit  and 
demerit,  responsibility,  &c.  that  we  cannot  set   aside   our 
conviction  of  freedom  without   setting   aside  our   moral 
convictions   also  and   thereby  undermining  our   whole 
life.   We  cannot  be  morally  bound  to  do  or  leave  undone 
without  Jaeing  free  to  do  ;  and  we  cannot  punish   wrong- 
doing if  it  were  unavoidable,  nor   consider   men  respon- 
sible for  what  they  could  not  help  doing. 

The  above  doctrine  is  inconsistent  with  the  nature 
of  the  will  which  acts  to  realise  the  idea  of  preconceived 
ends  or  objects  of  desire,  the  attainment  of  which  is  its 
only  good — its  only  source  of  satisfaction  for  the  time 
being.  It  is  therefore  absurd  to  say  that  the  choice 
between  opposite  alternatives  is  unmotived.  As  Prof. 
Mackenzie  has  truly  remarked  :  "To  act  without 
motives,  i.  e.  without  reference  to  anything  that  may 
reasonably  serve  as  an  inducement  to  action  would  be 
to  act  from  blind  impulse,  as  some  of  the  lower  animals 
may  be  supposed  to  do.  But  this  is  evidently  the  very 
reverse  of  what  we  understand  by  freedom."  (  Manual  of 
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Ethics,  p.  90  ).  Again,  it  is  inconceivable  that  the  will  can 
act  independently  of  character  as  if  character  were  some- 
thing  entirely  different  from  the  will.  "The  liberty  of  the 
will  does  not  reside  in  indifference  but  in  the  power  of 
acting  in  accordance  with  conceptions  and  ideas,"  (  Janet, 
Theory  of  Morals,  p.  372  ).  It  must  be  admitted  also 
that  the  inherited  dispositions,  external  circumstances, 
&c.  have  great  influence  upon  the  will.  (  See  Bk.  I, 
Chap,  iv,  pp.  SS— 61  and  above.  Chap.  II  ). 

{c)  The  doctrine  of  self-determination:- 
Thus  we  find  that  the  true  freedom  is  not  absolute  in- 
determhiation.  What  is  it,  then  ?  It  is  evidently  self- 
determination,  i.  e.  determination  of  self  by  itself,  not  by 
nothing  as  the  Libertarians  say,  nor  by  things  that  are 
absolutely  other  i.  e.  external  to  the  self  as  the  Deter- 
minists  hold.  The  will,  i.  e.  the  self,  in  its  activity — in 
its  choice  of  desires  or  formation  of  motive — is  deter- 
mined by  itself,  not  that  it  is  not  determined  at  all  by 
the  inherited  dispositions,  external  circumstances,  &c. 
but  that  it  is  determined  by  them  in  so  far  as  it  reacts 
upon  them,  thus  reducing  them  to  be  the  means  to  its 
own  end,  to  be  the  instruments  to  its  own  realisation. 
The  Sanskrit  word  "^T^ftfm"  that  corresponds  to  the 
word  "freedom"  signifies  exactly  the  same'  thing,  viz. — 
subjection  to  one's  own  self.  Thus  self-determination  is 
the  only  meaning  of  freedom  that  is  consistent  with 
morality.  We  are  now  going  to  unfold  the  contents  of 
the  idea  of  self-determination. 

(i)  Self-determination  involves  necessity  or  other- 
determination.    When  we  say  that  in  its  activity   self  is 
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determined  by  itself  we  do  not  mean  that  it  is  not  deter- 
mined by  anything  else.     The  self  is  an  integral  member 
of  the  world-system,  so  that  it  has  to  act  in   relation   to 
other  objects-^— it  and  they  act  and   react   upon  one  an- 
other.    Thus,  in  so  far  as  its  activity   is   determined  by 
its  relations  to  them,  this  activity  is  at  least  partly  other- 
determined.    This  other-determination    involved   neces- 
sarily  in   self-determination  is  threefold  :   ( i )  In  the  first 
place,  every  man  is  born  with  a  definite   character.    The 
human  nature  is  not  a  tabula  rasa  as  Locke  says  ;  it  is 
born   with    inherited    tendencies    physical'  and   mental 
which  considerably  influence  the  will  in  its  activity,   that 
is,   they   help  or   retard   its   activity   to  a  considerable 
extent.    (2j  In  the  second  place,  the  environment  in  the 
midst  of  which  a  man   is   boi'n   and   lives   considerably 
moulds  his  activity.     (31  In  the  third  place,  the  character 
that  he  builds  up  in  the  course  of  his  life  out  of  and  with 
the  help  of  the  aforesaid  influences   brings   in   an   addi- 
tional other-determination.    The  formation  of  character 
is  an  essential   condition  of  a  well-regulated  life.     But 
character  is  nothing  but  a  system   of  settled  habits  of 
will  or  action.    Thus  the   formation  of  a  good   character 
and  the  cultivation  of  virtues   which  are  also  habits  of 
discharging  duties   are   indespensably   necessary   for  a 
moral  life  ;  and  its  progress  and   value  entirely  depend 
upon  such  acquisition.     But  all  habits  are  definite   and 
uniform  in  their  expression  ;  and  the  actions  determined 
by  them  are  likewise  definite  and   uniform.     Hence  the 
life  of  a  man   of  virtue  and  a  good  moral   character  is, 
to  a  large  extent,  a  life  of  necessity.    His  habits,  which 
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are  the  creatures  of  his  free  will,  react  upon  it — deter- 
mine it  and  direct  it  into  definite  and  uniform  channels. 
The  will  weaves  out  freely  the  web  of  its  own  bondage, 
and  thus  creates  a  life  of  necessity  for  itself,  only  to 
facilitate  its  progress  towards  its  goal — the  perfection  of 
its  own  nature.  A  man,  whose  actions  are  indefinite 
and  change  from  moment  to  moment,  is,  on  the  contrary, 
not  a  virtuous  man — has  no  moral  character.  Hence 
self-determination  involves  an  element  of  necessity,  if 
by  necessity  we  mean,  as  we  usually  do,  nothing  but 
uniformity  of  conduct. 

(ii>  Thus,  though  the  moral  life  is  a  life  of  neces- 
sity, yet  it  is  a  life  oi  freedom.  This,  of  course,  appears 
somewhat  incongruous.  But  the  incongruity  is  only 
apparent.  True  freedom,  as  Hegel  said,  is  the  truth  of 
necessity.  True  freedom,  as  we  have  found  above,  is 
the  determination  by  the  self,  and  therefore,  is  the 
absence  of  determination  by  the  not-self,  i.  e.  objects 
which  are  absolutely  foreign  to  and  outside  of  the  self 
But  there  is  no  object  in  the  world  that  is  really  such, 
inasmuch  as  if  it  were  so,  there  could  not  be  any  action 
and  reaction  between  it  and  the  self,  action  and  reaction 
implying  affinity  or  relativity  of  nature.  Thus  charac- 
ter which  is  the  result  of  these  actions  and  reactions  is 
the  source  of  both  the  necessity  and  freedom  that  are 
presupposed  by  the  moral  life.  Charactei;  is  the  source 
of  necessity  in  two  ways  :  in  the  first  place,  it  is  the 
result  of  action  of  the  self  as  limited  and  determined  by 
the  inherited   dispositions,  external   circumstances,  &c.  ; 
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and  in  the  second  place,  it  is  the  habit  of  action  that  is 
formed  by  the  self  itself.  Again,  character  is  also  the 
source  of  freedom,  because  only  by  forming  character 
the  self  can  act  in  accordance  with  something  that  is  its 
own  creature  and  true  expression,  and  thus  liberatie 
itself  from  the  bondage  of  foreign  influences.  Character, 
in  short,  is  that  which  sums  up  the  whole  self— the  self 
that  lives  and  acts  in  relation  to  the  so-called  external 
conditions  and  influences  ;  and  by  so  living  and  acting 
it  realises  itself — gradually  attains  its  own  true  nature. 
Thus,  when  we  say  that  our  moral  life  is  a  life  of 
necessity  what  we  really  mean  to  say  is  that  the  actions 
which  constitute  it  are  the  necessary  i.  e.  uniform  expres- 
sions of  character.  Again,  when  we  say  that  our  moral 
life  is  a  life  of  freedom,  we  mean  to  say  that  out  actions 
are  determined  by  nothing  external  to  us,  but  by  our 
own  character.  Moreover,  our  moral  life  is  not  stationary, 
but  it  is  progressive,  and  its  progress  implies  that  it  is 
not  determined  by  a  fixed  and  uniform  character.  Charac- 
ter, therefore,  also  changes  along  with  the  change  of, our 
moral  life.  Such  a  change  of  moral  life  and  character 
implies  that  the  self  is  not  exhaustibly  summed  up  in  a 
particular  stage  of  character  ; — it  is  only  so  summed 
up  in  the  best  type  of  character  which  is  its  perfection. 
Thus,  the  self  always  remains  free  to  change  the 
character  ;  but,  still,  so  long  as  it  does  not  change  it, 
it  allows  itself.to  be  absolutel)"^  determined  by  it.  There- 
fore, throughout  our  whole  moral  life  we  remain  both 
fr^e  and  under  necessit)'.  Self-determination  is,  thus, 
proved  to  contain   the  elements  of  both   liberty  and 
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necessity.    We  may  therefore  repeat  the  famous  saying 
of  Hegel — "freedom  is  the  truth  of  necessity." 

(iti)  Degrees  of  freedom  :— Freedom  admits 
of  degrees.  All  men  are  not  free  exactly  in  the  same 
sense  ;  and  even  a  particular  man  is  not  free  in  the 
same  sense  at  all  stages  sf  his  life.  The  moral  life,  as 
we  have ,  found,  is  progressive  and  therefore  passes 
through  different  stages,  each  stage  being  lower  than 
the  succeeding  and  higher  than  the  preceding  stage. 
So  is  the  character.  Hence  a  man  is  not  free  in  exactly 
the  same  sense  in  a  particular  stage  of  the  moral  life  as 
he.  is  in  a  higher  stage..  In  the  lowest  stage  of  the  moral 
life  he  has  the  lowest  kind  and  degree  of  freedom  ;  and 
only  in  the  highest  stage  he  is /ey/ec^(v  free  ;  while  in 
the  intermediate  stages  he  has  different  degrees  and  kinds 
of  freedom.  Thus,  there  are  lower  and  higher,  lowest 
and  highest  kinds  of  freedom.  Similarly  different  men, 
attaining  different  stages  of  the  moral  life,  have  different 
kinds  and  degrees  of  freedom.  Or  in  other  words,  the 
degree  or  kind  of  fredom  is  determined  by  the  kind  of 
the  self  whose  freedom  is  to  be  considered.  We  may 
say  there  are,  as  it  were,  three  selves  in  a  man  :  the 
sentient  or  lower  self  wiiich  is  constituted  by  his  impul- 
ses ;  character  or  the  universe  in  which  he  habitually 
lives  and  which  constitutes  his  second  self  j  and  lastly, 
the  rational  or  higher  self  which  is  his  true  self,  because 
only  by  gradually  realising  this  self,  tby  gradually  ma- 
king it  more  and  more  perfect,  he  is  on  the  way  to  atta« 
ining  the  ultimate  e;nd  of  his  life  -his  perfisct  liberation 
from  the  limitations  of  his  other  selvesj    In  so  long  as 
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he  follows  his  impulses  he  remains  far  away  from  the 
goal  of  his  life,  and  thus  free  in  the  lowest  sense  of  the 
term.  In  so  long  as  he  follows  his  character,  he  is  raised 
to  a  higher  level  of  freedom  ;  and  if  the  character  is 
good,  the  freedom  is  still  higher.  Again,  when  his  ac- 
tions become  still  more  rational  he  advances  a  step  fur- 
ther towards  his  liberation.  Ultimately,  when  he  be- 
comes perfectly  rational — when  he  acts  in  perfect  har- 
mony with  the  laws  of  his  true  self  he  becomes  perfectly 
liberated  and  free  in  the  truest  and  highest  sense  of  the 
term.  Of  course,  this  stage  being  the  ideal,  he  must 
take  infinite  time  to  attain  it  ;  therefore,  it  will  always 
remain  unattainable.  Thus  we  find  that  the  degree  of 
freedom  is  proportionate  to  tlie  degree  of  rationality  that 
we  attain  at  a  particular  stage  of  our  life.  The  more  we 
are  rational  the  more  are  we  free.  Freedom  and  ration- 
ality are  equivalent  terms:  This  point  will  be  more 
clear  when  we  shall  consider  the  standards  of  moral 
judgment  in  Book  II, 

(C)  Organic  relation  to  soolety :— Another 
important  implication  ii\volved  in  the  conception  of  a 
person  is  that  he  is  a  social  being.  We  have  found  that 
a  person  is  a  rational  being  ;  he  is  an  essential  and  inte- 
gral member  of  the  immunity  of  spiritual  beings.  He 
is  moral  in  so  far  as  he  is  rational,  and  he  is  rational  in 
so  far  as  his  own  good  is  the  common  good — ^the  good 
for  each  is  the  good  for  all.  The  moral  law  obliges  every 
responsible  being  to  seek  to  promote  the  welfare  of  the 
world,  including  his  own.  Hence  the  furtherance  of  the 
supreme  good  of  humanity  is  the  object  of  moral  ac- 
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tions  ;  and  the  rational  or  ideal  self  can  be  realised,  not 
in  any  one  individual  but  in  the  relations  of  individuals 
to  one  another,  i.  e.  in  the  society  of  rational  beings. 
(  For  further  development  of  this  point,  see  Bk.  Ill, 
chap.  I ).  -I 


BOOK  III. 

CHAPTER  I. 

Aspects  of  Moral  life. 

So  far  we  liave  been  dealing  with  the  moral  theories-; 
we  are  now  going  to  deal  with  the  concrete  moral  life. 
From  whatever  standpoint  we  view  our  moral  life, 
whether  from  the  standpoint  of  its  history,  or  from  that 
of  its  iimer  nature,  we  find  it  has  two  aspects  or  sides 
opposite  yet  related  to  each  other.  Its  history  "reveals, 
on  one  side,  costantly  increasing  stress  on  individual 
intelligence  and  affection.  The  transformation  of  custo- 
mary into  reflective  morals  in  the  change  from  'Do  those 
things  which  our  kin,  class,  or  city  do'  to  '  Be  a  person 
with  certain  habits  of  desire  and  deliberation'.  The 
history  of  the  race  also  reveals  constantly  gtowihg  em- 
phasis upon  the  social  nature  of  the  objects  and  ends  to 
which  personal  preferences  are  to  be  devoted.  While 
the  agent  has  been  learning  that  it  is  his  personal  atti- 
tude which  counts  in  his  deeds,  he  has  also  learnt  that 
there  is  no  attitude  which  is  exclusively  private  in  scope, 
none  which  does  not  need  to  be  socially  valued  or 
judged.  Theoretic  analysis  enforces  the  same  lesson  as 
history.  It  lells  us  that  moral  quality  resides  in  the 
habitual  dispositions  of  an  agent  ;  and  that  it  consists  of 
the  tendency  of  these  dispositions  to  secure  (  or  hinder  ) 
values  which  are  sociably  shared  or  sharable."    (  Profs. 
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Dewey  and  Tufts,  Ethics,  p.  427  ).  Thus  our  moral  life 
is  constituted  by  two  elements  or  factors — or  it  has  two 
aspects  or  sides  :  itis,  on  the  one  hand,  esseiitially  in- 
dividual— it  is  the  life  of  a  man  regarded  as  an  individual ; 
yet,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  also  essentially  social— it  is 
a  life  which  lives;  grows  and  develops  only  in  a  society. 
The  aim  of  this  chapter  is  to  dilate  on  these  points  in 
order  to  show  that  the  individual  life  and  the  social 
life — the  individual  and  society — are  but  two  sides  or 
aspeicts  of  the  same  reality  viewed  from  two  different 
standpoints.  Before  we  can  show  that,  we  should  ex- 
amine carefully  two  erroneous  theories  that  have  been 
advanced  to  explain — 

The  relation  of  the  individual  to  society  : 
(I)  Individualism  :— The  radical  conception  of  In- 
dividualism is  that  every  man  is  born  with  some  rights 
called  "natural  rights"  by  virtue  of  which  he  is  not  only 
an  absolutely  independent  and  distinct  "unit"  or  "atom", 
but  also  "nattira  hosted' ,  i.  e.  naturally  hostile  to  one 
another  :  or  in  other  words,  men  were,  in  the  beginning, 
in  a  state  of  nature,  not  in  a  state  of  society,  and  strug- 
gling ,  for  existence  against  one  another.  Thus,  as  Dr. 
Leacock  puts  it,  "Man  is,  by  nature  anything  but  a  so- 
cial animal  ;  indeed  he  finds  'nothing  but  grief  in  the 
company  of  his  fellows',  all  being  equally  rapacious  and 
self  seeking.  The  state  of  nature  is  consequently  a  state 
of  war,  the  war  of  each  against  all  ;  it  is  a  state  of  'con- 
tinual fear  and  danger  of  violent  death  ;  and  the  life  of 
man  solitary,  poor,  nasty,  brutish  and  short."  How  and 
why  did,  then,  men   come  to  be  in  a  state  of  society  ? 
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How  did,  then,  society  originate  ?  In  this  way  :  For 
the  purpose  of  erecting  "such  a  common  power  as  may 
be  able  to  defend  them  from  the  invasion  of  foreigners 
and  the  injuries  of  one  another/'  people  "confer  all  their 
power  and  strength  upon  one  man  or  upon  one  assembly 

of  men/' that  is,  "appoint  one  man  or  assembly  of 

men  to  bear  their  person..... This  is  more  than  con- 
sent and  concord  ;  it  is  a  real  unity  of  them  all  in  one 
and  the  same  person,  made  by  covenant  of  every  man 
with  every  man,  in  such  a  manner  as  if  every  man  should 
say  to  every  man,  'I  authorise,  and  give  up  my  right  of 
governing  myself  to  this  man  or  this  assembly  of  men, 
on  condition  that  thou  give  up  thy  right  to  him  and 
authorise  all  his  actions  in  like  manner'.  This  done,  the 
multitude  so  united  in  one  person  is  called  a  common- 
wealth, in  Latin  civitas, which,  to  difine  it,  is  'one 

person,  of  whose  acts  a  great  multitude  by  mutual 
covenant  one  with  another  have  made  themselves  every 
one  the  author,  to  the  end  he  may  use  the  strength  and 
means  of  them  all,  as  he  shall  think  expedient  for  their 
peace  and  common  defence'."  (  Hobbes,  Leviathan, 
Pt.  If,  chap.  XVII.  \  Locke  also  tells  the  game  tale  : 
"Man,  being  born  with  a  title  to  perfect  freedom,  and 
an  uncontrolled  enjoyment  of  all  the  rights  and  privi- 
leges of  the  law  of  nature,  equally  with  any  other  man 
or  number  of  men  in  the  world,  hath  by  nature  a  power 
not  only  to  preserve   his  life,  liberty  and  estate  against 

other  men  ;  but  to  judge  of  and  punish  the  breaches 

of  that  law  in  others There  and  there  only,  is  politi- 
cal society   where  every  one  of  the  members   hath  quit- 
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ted  this  natural  power,  resigned  it  up  into  the  hands  of 
the  eomtnunity  in  all  cases  that  exclude  him  not  from 
appealing  for  protection  to  the  law  established  by  it.'! 
(  Civil  Gavernment,  chap,  vii,  sec.  87  1.  "Man/'  said 
Rt>usseau,  "is  born  free.''  i.  e.  independent  of  the  laws, 
habits,  and  conventions  of  society.  And,,  according  to 
Wm,  "some  pact  takes  place  when  men  find  the  hin- 
drances to  their  preservation  in  a  state  of  nature  too 
strong  far  the  forces  which  each  individual  can  bring  to 
bear  against  them.'' 

Although  Bentham  and  Mill  also  are  the  upholders 
of  Individualism,  they  do  not  subscribe  to  tlie  above 
"historical  fiction"  to  account  for  the  origin  of  society. 
With  Bentliam,  the  relation  of  the  individual  to  society 
is  one  oi  luitagonism  ;  and  therefore,  "every  law  is  an 
evil.  For  every  law,  for  him,  is  contrar}*  to  liberty  ; 
and  every  infraction  of  liberty  is  followed  by  a  natural 
sentiment  of  pain,"  pain  being  regarded  as  tjlie  ultimate 
evil.  (  See  Principles  of  Legislation,  pp.  48  and  94  ). 
Mill's  idea  of  Individuality  was  evidently  biased  by  the 
Bentham's  tliat  law  is  an  evil.  "Having  so  deep  a  sense, 
as  he  has,  of  social  solidarity,  he  nevertheless  treats  the 
central  life  of  the  individual  as  something  to  be  carefully 
fenced  round  against  tlie  impact  of  social  forces."  (  Dr. 
Bosanquet,  The  Philosophical  Theory  of  the  State, 
p..  6ov ). 

Criticism  :— (i)  The  central  idea  of  Individualism 
is  that  each  man  Is  an  absolutely  distinct  and  indepen- 
dent "unit''  or  "atom,"  so  that  there  is  nothing  in  him 
which  may  bind  him  with  other  men  ;  he  is  absolutely 
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isolated,  unrelated  unit.  This  theor}',  therefore,  resem- 
bles that  crude  popular  theory  of  knowledge  which 
regards  all  objects  as  absolutely  isolated  from  and 
independent  of,   one   another.    As  Dr.   Basanquet  has 

truly  remarked  :  "the  root  idea,  then,  of  the  view  

...  is  simply  that  the  individual  or  society — it  makes  no 
difference  which  we  take — is  wliat  it  prima  facie  appears 
to  be.  This  is  why  we  have  called  it  'prima  facie* 
theory  or  'theory  of  the  first  look'."  (  Ibid,  p.  82  \ 
This  theor)'  is,  thus,  evidently  based  upon  the  super- 
ficial view  of  the  nature  of  man,  as  the  popular  theory 
of  knowledge  is  based  upon  the  superficial  view  of  the 
nature  of  objects.  Each  man  is,  no  doubt,  a  unit  ;  but 
he  is  not  a  mere  unit  :  a  mere  unit — an  absolutely  self- 
contained  unit  is  inconceivable.  The  modern  science 
and  philosophy  have  combined  to  falsify  such  a  concep- 
tion. Tliey  teach  us  that  the  universe  is  a  unity  in 
which  the  constituents  are  inseparably  interrelated. 
Another  misconception,  which  is  a  corollary  of  it  is  that 
man  is  by  nature  selfish,  i.  e.  wholly  self  centred  or 
guided  by  self  regarding  impulses  only.  Hut  it  is  now 
generally  admitted  that  human  nature  is  not  wholly 
selfish  ;  it  contains  altruistic  or  other-regarding  impulses 
also  which  bind  or  tend  to  bind  one  man  with  another. 
Furthermore,  man  is  not  merely  sentient,  "\.  e.  not 
guided  by  blind  impulses  only  :  he  is  also  rational  and 
as  such  contains  a  universal  principle  in  him  which  binds 
him  with  all  beings  and  things.  Thus,  according  to 
Individualism,  man  is  so  little  that  he  is  an  "atom"  ; 
but  according  to  his  true  conception  he  is  so  large  that. 
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he    is    "a    great     individuality."       (  See   Nettleship's 
Remains,  i.  i6o  ). 

(2)  It  is  needless  to  say  that  the  theory  of  the 
"social  contract"  is  a  fiction  having  no  foundation  in 
histof'y.  For  this  reason  it  is  now  regarded  as  an 
exploded  theory. 

(3)  Individualism  has  altogetlier  failed  to  account 
for  the  true  relation  of  the  individual  to  society.  '"The 
individual is  joined  to  the  state  not  by  a  volun- 
tary 'conjuction  but  b)'^  an  indissolvable  bond.  The 
relation  is  a  compulsory  one.  Each  of  us  is  born 
into  the  state  ;  we  are  part  of  the  state  and  the  state 
is  part  of  us.  The  state  is  not  a  mutual  assurance 
society,  membership  in  which  is  a  matter  that  the 
citizen  may  accept  or  reject.  Nor  is  the  true  measure 
of  our  social  duties  to  be  found  in  the  extent  of  benefit 
that  we  receive  from  society.  Our  common  experience 
of  the  nature  of  the  state  indicates  much  that  conflicts 
with  the  narrow  view  suggested  by  the  quid  pro  quo  of 
a  contract  relation.  Patriotism — the  sacrifice  of  the 
individual's  interests  to  the  claims  of  the  community — 
we  account  one  of  the  highest  of  virtues.''  {  Dr.  Leacock, 
Elements  of  Political  Science,  pp.  33. — 34  ). 

The  theory  of  antagonism,  that,  according  to 
Bentham  and  Mill,  exists  between  the  individual  and 
society,  is  based  upon  two  erroneous  suppositions ; 
(i)  the  individual  liberty  is  unbounded  ;  ,ii)  Pain  is  the 
ultimate  evil,  or  Pleasure  is  the  ultimate  good.  The 
former  view  reduces  liberty  to  license  and  is  founded  on 
the  supposition   that  each   individual   is  an   absolutely 
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independent  unit — a  supposition  which  we  have  proved 
to  be  erroneous.  The  hitter  represents  the  general  view 
of  hedonism  which  we  have  refuted  in  Bk.  II,  chap, 
III,  pp,  39—42,  52 — 54  and  also  chap.  IV,  pp.  66 — 79  ). 
But,  it  is  curious  that  Mill  himself  has  been  compelled 
vnider  the  influence  of  his  study  of  Comte  to  consi- 
derably modify  his  view.  He  says  :  "The  social 
state  is  at  once  so  natural,  so  necessary  and  so  habitual 
to  man,  that,  except  in  some  unusual  circumstances  or 
by  an  effort  of  voluntary  abstraction,  he  never  conceives 
himself  otherwise  than  as  a  member  of  a  body  ;  and 
this  association  is  riveted  more  and  more,  as  mankind 
are  further  removed  from  the  state  of  savage  indepen- 
dence. Any  condition,  therefore  which  is  essential  to  a 
state  of  society,  becomes  more  and  more  an  indespens- 
able  part  of  every  person's  conception  of  the  state  of 
things  which  he  is  born  into,  and  which  is  the  destiny 
of  human  being."    (  Utilitarianism,  p.  46  ). 

The  line  of  thought  suggested  by  the  above  criticism 
finds  its  extreme  expression  in  what  is  called  "the 
.  organic  theory  of  society,"  which  we  are  now  going  to 
consider. 

II.  The  organic  theory  of  Society  :— its 
false  form :  Socialism  :— We  have  found  that 
Individualism  looks  upon  the  individual  "as  a  separate 
self-contained  unit  who  joins  with  his  fellows  for  the 
formation  of  civil  society  in  a  purely  mechanical  fashion." 
The  society  from  this  point  of  view  becomes  merely  a 
numerical  aggregate.  Such  a  theory  of  social  relations 
is  often  spoken  of  as   "an   arithmetical,   mechanical,   or 
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monadistic  theory  of  society."  As  opposed  to  this  theory 
we  have  the  "organic  theory  of  society."  "The  central 
idea  of  the  theory  is  to  endeavour  to  set  aside  the  con- 
trast between  the  individual  and  the  state  (  or  society  ) 
by  amalgamating  them  into  one.  It  discards  all  such 
ideas  as  mutual  contract,  reciprocal  service,  infrangible 
immunities,  &c.  It  views  the  state  (  or  society  )  and  the 
individual  as  part  and  parcel  of  the  same  thing,  both 
of  them  being  included  in  what  may  be  called  the  social 
organism.  As  is  the  relation  of  the  hand  to  the  body, 
or.  the  leaf  to  the  tree,  so  is  the  relation  of  man  to  society. 
He  exists  in  it,  and  it  in  him.  As  it  is  impossible  to 
consider  that  the  hand  has  a  separate  existence  from 
that  of  the  body,  so  is  it  impossible  to  divorce  the  in- 
dividual from  society.  The  antithesis,  therefore,  between 
the  single  citizen  and  the  collective  state  (  or  society  ) 
rests  upon  a  false  basis,  and  implies  a  view  of  society 
that  is  contrary  to  fact."     (  Dr.  Leacock,  op.  cit.  p.  80  ). 

The  first  beginnings  of  the  organic  conception  of 
society  are  found  in  the  philosophy  of  the  Greeks,  parti- 
cularly in  that  of  Plato  and  Aristotle.  But  this  theory 
has  taken  a  new  but  somewhat  misleading  turn  and 
received  a  profound  development  in  recent  times  in  the 
hands  of  Herbert  Spencer  (though  he  is  an  individualist), 
Albert  Schaffle,  Sir  Leslie  Stephen  and  Professor 
Alexander.  The  Greek  conception  of  society  is  not 
based  upon  any  analogy  between  it  and  a  vegetable  or 
animal  organism,  as  it  is  the  case  with  the  latter  writers. 
Thus,  what  we  understaud  by  "the  organic  theory  of 
society"  is  that   society   is  an  organism  just  like  a  vege 
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table  or  animal  unrganism.  Tte  organic  theory:,  iiin  ilihis 
sense,  is  supported  by  these  authorities,  i5ot  as  a  nsseftal 
anakjgy,  but   as   a   literal  truth. 

Crritlcism  : — ;  i  j  The  ifeults  of  the  OTganrc  ttoeojy 
are  opposite  to  those  of  Individualism.  The  latter  takes 
an  abstrai^  view  of  man  by  emphasizing  his  i=ndividual, 
and  UTjdermining  his  social,  side  ;  •while  the  former  takes 
an  equ^ly  abstraict  view  of  him,  by  layTlog  stress  om  Ms 
social,  and  ■nwd'eniniining  his  individual,  side.  Thus,  botlh 
the  theories  are  abstract,  icwe-sided  and  imperfect.  The 
one-<sided  tendency  is  fojind  even  in  the  writings  of 
Plato  and  Aristotle.  The  tendency  to  subordinate  and 
sacrifice  the  interests  of  the  individual  is  conspicuously 
present  im  the  RepuUic,  where  the  importance  of  the 
well-ibdng  of  society  is  emphasized  in  suoh  a  di^npoe  as 
to  make  that  of  the  individual  almost  disappear  or  sink 
into  insignificance  before  it.  For  instance,  it  is  advised 
there  that  no  individual  should  be  allowed  to  have  any- 
thing that  he  may  call  his  own  :  even  his  wife  and 
childiren  should  be  public  property,  and  the  feeble 
children  should  be  thrown  into  the  street  in  order  to 
make  the  state  composed  of  the  most  energetic  and 
competent  members.  {  See  particularly  Chap.  V,  pp. 
168—170  I 

(2)  The  analogy  between  society  and  a  physical 
organism  is  not  sufficient  to  make  the  organic  theory 
at  all  tenable.  Though  there  are  many  points  of  agree- 
ment between  them,  the  differences  are  also  essential. 
As  Dr.  Leacock  has  truly  remarked  :  "Interesting  as  is 
the  parallel  between  the  collective  aspect  of  humanity 
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and  the  life  of  a  single  organic  unit,  the  difference 
between  the  two  appears  on  impartial  examination  so 
great  that  the  analogy  cannot  be  looked  on  as  .a  true 
guide  to  social  policy,  or  a  true  expression  of  man's 
relations  to  his  environment.  The  difference  that 
Spencer  masks  under  the  cognate  terms  'concrete'  and 
'discrete,'  is  in  reality  of  a  fundamental  character.  In 
neither  tht  physical  nor  the  metaphysical  sense  of  the 
terms  is  it  true  that  the  individual  is  literally  a  part  of 
society.  The  existence  of  each  human  being  is  a  fact 
apart.  The  existence  of  society  is  only  an  abstraction. 
Society  has  no  single  brain,  no  'social  sensorium'  ;  it  has 
no  single  physical  life.  This  distinction  is  therefore 
more  than  a  mere  divergence  of  special  qualities.  It  is 
essential  and  absolute, — it  is  the  difference  between 
'black'  and  'white',  and  between  'yes'  and  'no'.  Even  if 
we  accept  the  analogy  as  only  an  analogy,  it  does  not 
follow  that  it  is  always  a  proper  guide  for  our  social 
conduct.  Too  great  an  amalgamation  of  the  individual 
and  the  state  (  or  society  )  is  as  dangerous  an  ideal  as  a 
too  great  emancipation  of  the  individual  will.  Individual 
variation,  individual  'unlikeness',  and,  in  a  sense,  indivi- 
dual isolation  of  effort  is  as  necessary  for  the  welfare  of 
mankind  as  collective  activity  and  mutual  support.  The 
organic  theory  of  society  deprived  of  its  ingenious  bio- 
logical setting,  presents  only  one  phase  of  the  truth, 
erring  in  one  direction  as  much  as  extreme  individualism 
has  erred  in  the  other."  (  Elements  of  Political  Science, 
pp.  87 — 88  ).  For  further  criticism  see  Bk.  II,  Chap.  V, 
pp.  133—135- 
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III.  The  organic  theory  of  Society :  Its 
true  form  : — We  have  found  above  that  both  the  in- 
dividualistic and  the  organic  theory  of  societ}'  are  abs- 
tract, one-sided  and  imperfect,  inasmuch  as  both  of  them 
have  failed  to  understand  the  true  nature  of  thei  indivi- 
dual and  society,  and  therefore,  also,  their  true  relation. 
The  real  solution  of  the  problem  lies  in  the  true  under- 
standing of  the  nature  of  man.  Both  of  the  foregoing 
theories  rest  on  a  misconception  of  human  nature, — viz. 
it  is  essentially  sentient  ;  it  is,  no  doubt,  also  rational, — 
but  reason  is  not  its  essence  and  guiding  principle.  The 
individualists  like  Hobbes,  Locke,  and  Rousseau,  and 
the  evolutionists  like  Spencer,  Sir.  L.  Sleplien  and  Prof. 
Alexander  all  are  sensationalists.  And  on  the  sensation- 
alistic  principles  the  individuals  must  be  isolated,  selfish, 
brutish  ;  and  whatever  device  we  may  invent  to  bind 
them  together  into  a  society,  they  will  remain  as  apart 
as  before  ;  and  the  society  will  be  no  better  than  a 
merely  mechanical  aggregate  of  them  having  no  life 
and  personality  of  its  own.  The  true  nature  of  man 
is  the  synthesis  or  unity  of  reason  and  sentience  ;  in  it 
reason  works  out  its  realisation  in  and  througli  sentience. 
Thus  human  nature  is  an  organisjti  ;  hut  it  is  hot  a 
physical  organism — it  is  a  spiritual  organism — an  organ- 
ism in  which  the  animating  and  guiding  principle  is 
reason,  not  sentience.  Or  in  other  words,  everj' man 
is  not  a  mere  individual  but  a  person,  i  See  Bk.  II, 
Chap.  VI  ).  But  reason  or  personality  is  the  universal 
element  in  man  whicfi  binds  him  with  all  other  beings ' 
and  things.    On  the  platform  of  reason  men  stand  as 
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BUdtegual  nueinbers  oi.  a  GomimmiLy — as  esseufbioE  parts  of 
a  sjrstena  m  wbsAe  —as  vital  limbs  of  a  ^ritual  otgamisrari.. 
That  "an  actual  living'  societjr  is  an  infinitely  higlier 
cneafinre  tihain  a  steam-engine,  a  plant  or  an  anintal ;. 
aiB^  tliat  tllbe  best  of  their  ideas  are  not  too  goodi  to-  be 
enjplfflyed  in  analysing' it"  are  trutlis  tjiat  cannot  be 
gainsaid..  The  first  beginnings  of  tliis  doctrine  are'  foiHHf 
m  til©  pMosophy  of  the  Upanhkads,  in  the  Repnblie 
o^  Plato  aiid  in;  the  Politics  of  Aristotle  ;  but  in  its  most 
explicit  and  developed  form  it  is  found  in  the  writings 
of  Hegel  and  the  Neo^Hegelians  such  as  Green,  Bradley, 
Wallace,  Mackenzie,  and  Bosanquet.  The  last  writer  m 
the  7thi  chapter  of  his-  Philosophical  Theory  of  iJie  State 
has.  shown  beyond  doubt  from  the  psychological  analy- 
sis ©£  human  nature  or  intelligence  that  man  and  society 
are  but  twa  aspects  of  the  same  reality  viewed  from  two 
distinct  standpoints^  The  proof  is- so  convincing  and  fas- 
cinating that  I  cannot  but  give  below  the  substance  of  it.. 
The  fundamental  truth  which  we  are  to- prove  is 
■'that  tslie  common  self  or  moral  person  of  society  is 
more  real  than  the  apparent  mdividual";  and  therefore 
QUE  main  purpose  is  to  explain  "what  is  meant  by  saying 
tha*.  'a  will'  can  be  embodied  in  the  State,  in  society,, 
in  latw  and  institutions  ;  and  how  it  is  possible  for  the 
individual,  as  we  know  him  to  be  in  an  identity  with 
this  will,,  such  as^  continually  to  vary,  but  never  wholly 
to  disappear.  How  can  auntm's  real  self  lie  in  a  gtreat 
dfegree-  outsidis  his  normal  self,  and  be  something  whiaii 
he  only  now  and  then  gets  hold  of  distirrctly,  and.  never 
csanpletely  ?'' 
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Thi&  \sre  can  show  (i)  "by  pointing  out  the  analogy 
between  tire  groups  or  systems  of  whiidi  our  hitelliigeTiGe- 
is  composedly  and  Ae  groups  or  syBtems'  which  make  up 
the-  feibriG  of  society,"  and  (2)  by  exhibiting  thena  "as  up 
tO'  a  certain  poin*  aspects  of  the  same  fact." 

(i)"  It  IS  a  weil-knowiT  and  firmly-corroboEated  firaCh 
of  modern  psychology  that  the  human  mind  ia  not  an 
assDcmtiotf  of  ideas,  thoughts,  feelings  and  volitions,:  bat 
an  orgatiismtivn  of  them  ;  or  we  may  say  that  the  mind 
is  a  vast  system-  of  numerous  smaller  groupings'  or  sys- 
tems of  ideas,  thoughts,  feelings  and  volitions.  "By  or- 
ganisation, as  opposed  to  association'',  is  meant  "deter- 
mination of  particulars  by  the  scheme  or  general  nature 
of  a  systematic  ^'hole  to  which  they  belong,  as  opposed 
to  their  determination  by  immediate  links  uniting  them 
with  wiiat,  relatively  speaking,  are  other  particulars  in 
casual  juxtaposition  of  units."  A  "crowd"  is  an  instance 
of  association,  while  an '"army"  is  an  instance  of  organi 
sation  ;  or  a  zigzac  or  unconnected  train  of  thought,  of 
the-  former  and  an  argument,  of  the  latter.  ^'There  is 
one  more  essential  point.  A  mind  has  its  dominant 
nature,  but  is  no  single  system  equally  organised  thro- 
ughout. It  is  rather  a  construction  of  such  systems, 
which  may  be  in  all  degrees  of  alliance,  indifference,,  and 
opposition  to  one  another.  Each  of  such  systemsj,  or 
groups  of  ideas  and  experiences,  has  its  own  dominant 
scheme,  and  its  own  tendency  in-  controlling  thought  or 
action.  And  as  a  general  rule,  in  proportion  as  one 
system'  is  acti,ve,  all  the  others  are  quiescent  ;  in  propoii- 
tron   as  we  are   intent  or  •  engaged   upon   one  train  of 
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thought  or  one  pursuit,  we  are  not  alive  to  suggestions 
belonging  to  any  other.  Every  system,  or  group  of  this 
kind,  is  called  in  psychology  an  "Appercipient  mass", 
because  it  is  a  set  of  ideas,  bound  together  by  a  common 
rule,  or  scheme,  which  dictates  the  point  of  view  from 
which  perception  will  take  place,  as  far  as  the  system 
in  question  is  active.  And  without  some  "apperception", 
some  point  of  view  in  the  mind  which  enables  the  new 
comer  to  be  classed,  there  cannot  be  perception  at  all.-" 

And  in  the  action  of  every  appercipient  mass,  in  as 

far  as  it  determines  thought  by  the  general  nature  of  a 
systematic  whole,  rather  than  through  the  attraction 
exercised  by  unit  upon  unit,  we  have  an  example  of 
organisation  as  opposed  to  association'^  But  it  must 
be  remembered  that  these  appercipient  masses  may 
work  ipiconscioiisly.  Most  of  our  ideas  that  control  our 
thoughts  and  actions  are  not  explicit,  and  perhaps  the 
greatest  part  of  our  mind  works  from  the  background 
as  unconscious  force.  But,  yet,  "their  action  is  always 
systematic — the  nature  of  the  whole  modifying  what  it 
comes  in  contact  with,  and  being  modified  by  it." 

If  we  look  at  society  we  find  the  same  truth.  We 
refuse  "to  take  a  crowd  as  a  trua  type  of  society,"  and 
we  look  to  ''the  example  of  an  army  for  the  leading 
features  of  organisation  as  opposed  to  casual  'associa- 
tion.' "  'The  characteristic  of  an  army"  is  "the  deter- 
mination of  every  unit  in  it,  not  by  the  movements  and 
impulses  of  his  immediate  neighbours,  but  by  the  scheme 
or  idea  of  the  whole.  Now  on  looking  clpser,  we  see 
^hat  society  as  such  is  a  vast-  tissue  of  systems  of  this: 
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type,  each  of  them  a  relatively,  though  not  absolutely, 
closed  and  self-complete  organisation.  There  are  wheels 
within  wheels,  systems  within  systems,  groups  within 
groups.  But,  speaking  generally,  the  business  and  plea- 
sure of  society  is  carried  on  by  persons  arranged  in 
groups,  which  exhibit  the  characteristic  of  organisation 
that  the  capacity  of  every  person  is  determined  by  the 
general  nature  and  principle  of  the  group  considered  as 
a  whole,  and  not  by  his  relations'  to  the  units  who  hap- 
pen to  be  next  him.  Such  groups,  for  example,  are  the 
trades  and  professions.  Theii  structure  may  be  very 
different.  In  some  the  workshop  is  again  a  subordinate 
self-organised  group.  In  others  the  professional  man 
works  alone,  and  to  all  appearances  goes  his  own  way. 
It  is  common  to  all  of  them,  however,  that  they  form 
groupings  of  members,  within  each  of  wliich  groupings 
all  members  are  determined  in  a  certain  way  by  the 
common- nature  of  the  group.  Within  his  trade  or  pro- 
fession, a  man  acts,  as  it  is  said,  in  a  definite  'capacity'. 
He  regards  himself  and  is  regarded  from  a  definite  point 
of  view,  and  all  other  points  of  view  tend  to  be  neglected 
while  and  in  so  far  as  he  is  acting  in  tlie  capacity  corres- 
ponding to  his  membership  of  a  certain  group.'' 

"Prima  facie,  there  may  be,  as  with  systems  which 
compose  the  mind,  all  degrees  of  alliance,  indifference,  or 
opposition  between  these  groupings  of  persons  ;  and  the 
same  person,  belonging  to  many  different  groups,  may  find 
his  diverse   'capacities'   apparently  at  variance  with  one 

another It  is  plain  that  unless,  on  the  whole,  a 

working  harmony  were  maintained  between  the  different 
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groins  which  forin  society,  life  icould  iBdt  go  on-  A»d  it 
is  for  this  reason  thai  the  St^Le,  as  tJiie  widest  groupiag 
whose  members  iire  eifeclavely  umited  by  a  common  es- 
perifiQBe,  is  aeeessarily  the  one  community  wliich  Iras 
albsolute  power  to  ensure,  by  force,  if  need  be,  at  least 
:sufBi£aent  adjustment  of  the  claims  of  dl  the  other  gnomp- 
ings  lo  joaatoe  life  passible.  Assuming,  iradeed,  tbait  all 
the  groupiinigs  are  organs  of  a  single  peivadisig  life,-  we 
find  it  incredible  that  ^ere  sihould  ultimately  be  irieooB- 
cHable  opposition  between  them,  Tliat  they  should  coo- 
tradict  one  another  is  not  more  nor  less  possible  tluu 
that  hMman  nature  should  be  at  variance  with  rtselt" 

"Thus  we  have  seen  that  the  mind,  and  sodety  or 
the  State,  are  identical  in  tlie  cliaracterislic  of  being  or- 
ganisations, each  composed  of  a  system  of  orgamisatious, 
every  superior  and  subordinate  grouping  having  its  own 
nature  and  principle  which  determines  its  members  as 
sudi,  and  every  one,  consequently,  tending  te  iui{K}se 
upon  its  members  a  peculiar  capacity  or  point  of  view, 
which  in  so  far  as  a  given  system  is  active,  tends  to  put 
all  other  systems  out  of  sight.  The  connection  between 
these  systems  is  of  very  different  kinds,  and  veiy  un- 
equal in  degree  ;  but  in  so  far  as  the  mind  and  the  com- 
munity are  actual  working  wholes,  it  is  to  be  presumed 
that  in  each  there  is  an  ultimate  or  pervading  adjust- 
ment which  hinders  contradiction  from  proceeding  to 
destructive  extremes.  And  neither  the  mind  nor  the 
community,  as  working  organisations,  can  be  accounted 
for  on  the  principle  of  mere  association." 

(2)    Thus  we  have  proved  that  both  mind  and 
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society  are  organised  wholes,  having  perfect  resemblance 
to  each  other.  Our  next  business  is  to  show  that  these 
two  wholes  are  realjy  the  same  structure  viewed  from 
different  standpoints.  The  proof  may  be  divided  into 
three  parts  : — 

(a)  Each  group  or  institution  of  society  may  be 
shown  to  be  the  external  expression  of  a  set  of  corres- 
ponding groups  or  systems  of  the  individual  minds. 

(b)  The  individual  mind  as  a  whole  corresponds 
to  society  as  a  whole,  regarded  from  a  particular  stand- 
point. 

(c)  Thus,  though  the  social  whole  is  individualised 
in  every  mind,  it  is  fully  or  almost  fully  realised  only 
"in  the  totality  of  minds  in  a  given  community  consi- 
dered as  an  identical  working  system." 

(a)  Analyse  any  social  institution,  such,  for  in- 
stance, as  a  rate-xipported  elementary  school.  What  is 
it  ?  It  is  not  merely  a  mechanical  aggregate  of  a  num- 
ber of  buildings,  students,  teachers,  managers,  parents, 
and  the  public.  But  it  is  an  organisation,  the  actual 
reality  of  which  "lies  in  the  facts  that  certain  living 
minds  are  connected  in  a  certain  way''.  They  "must  all 
of  them  have  certain  operative  ideas,  and  must  be  guided 
according  to  these  ideas  in  certain  portions  of  their  lives, 
if  the  school  is  to  be  a  school."  Hut  in  so  far  as  they 
are  guided  by  certain  operative  ideas,  certain  appercipient 
masses  are  active  in  them,  determining  the  tone  and 
direction  of  those  ideas.  But  as  different  persons  are 
differently  connected  with  the  school,  only  a  particular 
and  distinct  appercipient  mass  out  of  the  set  of  apperci- 
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pieht  masses  correspohdiHg  to  the  school  as  a  whole, 
is  awake  and  operative  in  each  person,  or  more  particu- 
larly in  every  class  of  persons  concerned.  "No  school 
could  be  made  of  teachers  alone  or  of  pupils  alone  ;  nor 
again,  could  a  school  be  made  with  teachers  who  were 
all  the  same,  or  with  pupils  who  were  all  the  same." 

"So,  if  we  could  visualise  the  reality  of  the  school — 
the  institution — wliat  we  should  see  would  be  an  identi- 
cal connection  running  through  a  number  of  minds,  vari- 
ous and  variously '  conditioned.  But  within  each  mind 
the  connection  would  take  a  particular  shape,  such  as 
to  play  into  the  connections  with  all  other  minds,  as  a 
cogwheel  plays  into  the  other  cogwheels  of  a  machine. 
The  pupil  must  be  prepared  to  learn  in  his  particular 
way  and  the  teacher  to  teach  in  his  particular  way.  The 
parents  and  the  public  also  have  their  own  relations  to 
the  work  of  teaching,  and  whether  for  good  or  for  evil 
they  take  up  some  attitude  to  it,  and  their  attitude 
tjiodifies  it.  Thus  the  connection,  as  it  is  within  any 
one  mind,  is  useless  and  meaningless  if  we  take  it  wholly 
apart  from  what  corresponds  to  it  in  the  others.  It  is 
like  a  wheel  without  an  axle  or  a  pump  handle  without 
a  pump.  And  it  is  because  of  this  nature  of  the  elements 
which  make  up  the  institution  that  it  is  possible  for  the 
institution  itself  to  be  an  identity,  or  connection,  or  me- 
eting point,  by  which  many  minds  are  bound  together 
in  a  single  system," 

But  this  kind  of  argument  does  not  mean  to  reduce 
solid  facts  into  mere  ideas.  The  buildings,  a:ppliances, 
hours  of  work  and  attendance,  &c.  are  solid  facts.    "We 
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are  not  to  omit  the  facts  in  space  and  time  from  what 
we  mean  by  an  institution  j  the  only  thing  is  that  we 
have  not  known  them  as  they  really  are  till  we  have 
known  them  as  bound  into  unity  by  the  mental  systems 
of  which  they  are  the  context  or  the  expression".  "Thus 
we  may  fairly  say  that  every  social  group  or  institution, 
is  the  aspect  in  space  and  time  of  a  set  of  corresponding 
mental  systems  in  individual  minds." 

[b)  From  the  above  it  is  manifest  that  every  social 
institution  corresponds  to  a  system  of  appercipient  mas- 
ses in  the  mind  ;  consequently  there  are  as  many  sys- 
tems of  appercipient  masses  in  the  mind  as  there  are 
institutions  in  society.  But  both  the  mind  and  society 
are  regarded  wholes  or  systems  ;  therefore  society  as  a 
whole  or  system  of  the  institutions  corresponds  to  the 
mind  as  a  whole  or  system  of  the  systems  of  apperci- 
pient masses  corresponding  to  these  institutions.  Or,  in 
other  words,  "every  individual  mind,  then,  so  far  as  it 
takes  part  in  social  groupings  or  institutions,  is  a  struc- 
ture of  appercipient  systems,  answerijig,  each  to  each, 
to  the  different  capacities  in  which  it  enters  into  each 
grouping  respectively.''  But,  as  we  have  found,  these 
capacities  or  the  systems  of  appercipient  masses  answer- 
ing to  them  are  inconsistent  with  one  another.  For 
this  reason,  "though  the  mind  must  be  an  actual  struc- 
ture of  systems,  it  is  very  far  from  being  a  rational  sys- 
tem of  systems.  The  fact  that  when  one  system  is 
active,  all  others,  as  a  rule,  are  inert,  conceals  the  con- 
tradictions which  underlie  the  entire  fabric  and  protects 
them  from  criticism  and  correction.'' 
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"But  though  the  mind  is  thus  imph'citly  self-contra- 
dictory in  various  degrees,  this  does  not  alter  the  fact 
that  its  general  nature  is  to  be  a  unity  of  organised  ideas 
answering  to  the  actual  set  of  parts  which  the  individual 
plays  in  the  world  of  space  and  time.  Thus  each  indi- 
vidual mind,  if  we  consider  it  as  a  whole,  is  an  expres- 
sion or  reflection  of  society  as  a  whole  from  a  point  of 
view  which  is  distinctive  and  unique.  Every  socisi  fac- 
tor or  relation,  to  which  it  in  any  way  corresponds,  or 
in  which  it  in  any  way  plays  its  parts  is  represented  in 
some  feature  of  its  appercipient  organism.  And,  proba- 
bly, just  as,  in  any  man's  idea  of  London  there  is -hardly 
any  factor  of  London  life  which  does  not  at  least  colour 
the  background ;  so,  in  every  individual  impression  of 
the  social  whole,  there  is  no  social  feature  that  does  not, 
in  any  way  or  another,  contribute  to  the  total  effect. 
In  the  dispositions  of  every  mind  the  entire  social  struc- 
ture is  reflected  in  a  unique  form,  and  it  is  on  tliis  reflec- 
tion in  every  mind,  and  on  the  uniqueness  of  the  form 
in  which  it  is  reflected  that  the  working  of  the  social 
whole,  by  means  of  differences  which  play  into  one  an- 
other, depends.  If,  so  to  speak,  we  lay  a  mind  on  the 
dissecting  table,  we  find  it  to  consist  for  the  most  part 
of  a  fabric  of  organised  .dispositions,  each  disposition 
corresponding  to  a  unique  point  of  view  or  special  angle 
from  which  it  plays  a  part  in  some  human  function." 
"Therefore  every  individual  mind  is,  as  Plato  has  told 
us,  so  far  as  it  goes,  for  good  or  evil,  the  trjue  effective 
reality  of  the  social  whole." 

(c)    We  have   shown   above   that   every  individual 
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mind  is  an  individualisation  of  the  social  whole.  But 
as  elsewhere,  so  here  the  whole  is  not  fully  and  exhaus- 
tively realised  in  any  particular  part  or  unit  :  no  doubt 
the  whole  is  present  in  each  part  ;  but  it  is  present 
there  only  implicitly — while  it  is  explicitly  present  only 
in  the  totality  of  the  parts,  just  as  the  whole  mind  is 
present  only  implicitly  in  every  appercipient  mass,  but 
explicitly  only  in  the  totality  or  system  of  all  the 
appercipient  masses.  Therefore  though  the  social  whole 
is  present  in  every  individual  mind,  it  is  not  consciously 
present  there.  "The  consciousness  which  guides  our 
lives  is  a  consciousness  of  something,  but  not  as  a  rule 
a  consciousness  of  the  place  of  tliat  something  in  the 
whole  of  life.  We  live  in  our  objects,  but  we  do  not 
know  how  or  how  far  our  objects  identify  us  with  the 
whole  to  which  we  ultimately  belong.''  Thus,  "it  is 
plain  that  the  social  whole  can.  in  praptice,  only  be 
complete  in  a  plurality  of  individuals."  No  one  indivi- 
dual can  cover  the  whole  ground  that  the  human  mature 
is  capable  of  attaining  in  the  course  of  its  development  ; 
there  must  be  differentiation     or    "dispersion   Into  a 

plurality  of  centres.*'     The  same  man could 

not  be  both  Plato  and  Aristotle,  nor  both  Greek  and 
Jew,  not  even  both  Spartan  and  Athenian,  not  to  say 
both  man  and  woman.  We  are  on  less  secure  ground 
when  we  say  that  he  could  not  effectively  and  as  a  rule, 
be  both  statesman  and  shoemaker,  or  soldier  and  clergy- 
man." "Tiie  point  of  these  suggestions  is  to  make  it 
clear  that,  while  plurality  of  human  beings  is  neces- 
sary to  enable  society  to  cover  the  ground,  as  it  were, 


22  MORAL  PHILOSOPHY. 

which  human  nature  is  capable  of  covering,  yet  actual 
individuals  are  not  ultimate  or  equal  embodiments  of 
the  true  particulars  of  the  social  universal.  We  thus 
see  once  more  that  the  given  individual  is  only  in 
making,  and  that  his  reality  may  lie  largely  outside  him. 
His  v?ill  is  not  a  whole,  but  implies  and  'rests  upon  a 
whole,  which  is  therefore  the  true  nature  of  his  will. 
We  also  gain  some  light  on  the  unity  of  the  social 
mind." 

We  therefore  conclude  that  the  individual  life  and 
the  social  life  are  not  two  absolutely  distinct  lives  ;  they 
are  rather  two  aspects  of  the  one  and  the  same  life. 
This  conclusion  does  not  mean  to  undermine  either  the 
distinction  or  the  relation  between  these  two  lives. 
None  can  deny  that  a  man  has  an  individual  life  which 
is  so  unique  that  nothing  else  in  the  universe  can  replace 
it  ;  it  is  also  true  that  this  unique  individual  life  is 
meaningless  and  an  abstraction  without  its  relation  to  a 
higher  and  wider  life  called  the  social  life.  Thus  our 
concrete  moral  life  naturally  splits  itself  into  two — the 
individual  life  and  the  social  life.  Before  we  proceed  to 
deal  with  the  various  aspects  or  elements  of  these  two 
sides  of  our  moral  life,  we  should  consider  one  important 
thing,  viz. — 

The  relation  of  Conscience  to  the  Social 
Orgra-n-ism  : — From  the  above  it  is  now  evident  that 
the  individual  life,  considered  by  itself,  is  an  abstrac- 
tion— is  an  empty,  short,  brutish  life  ;  and  receives  its 
filling  and  contents  only  from  society  ; — only  in  the 
social   universe   it   can   live,  thrive  and  attain    higher 
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degree  of  perfection.  This  is  the  reason  why  the  social 
life  should  be  preferred  to  the  private  life  ;  the  universe 
of  society  to  the  universe  of  the  individual  consciousness. 
This  does  not  of  course  imply  that  there  might  not  be  a 
universe  higher  than  the  human  society  in  which  the 
individual  self  could  find  a  far  better  scope  for  its  reali- 
sation and  perfection.  A  liberated  soul  or  a  god  would 
not  require  the  human  society  for  that  purpose.  As 
Aristotle  has  truly  said  :  "He  who  is  unable  to  live  in 
society,  or  who  has  no  need  because  he  is  sufficient  for 
himself,  must  be  either  a  beast  or  a  god."  But  so  long 
as  a  man  does  not  rise  to  a  higher  level,  society  is  the 
only  medium  within  which  his  moral  life  can  develop. 
Society  being  thus  the  indispensable  condition  of  the 
development  of  moral  life,  devotion  to  it  is  as  indispen- 
sable as  it  is  to  the  Ideal  Self. 

Now  another  important  question  suggests  itself  :  What 
*is  the  relation  of  Conscience  to  society  ?  Has  society 
anything  to  do  with  the  formation  and  development  of 
Conscience  ?  Or  is  Conscience  sufficient  by  itself,  and 
can  live  and  develop  independently  of  society  ?  The 
answer  will  be  negative  for  the  following  reasons  :  The 
term  Conscience  is  used  in  different  senses  by  different 
classes  of  ethical  writers.  But  we  have  found  in  the 
chapter  Vn  of  Bk.  I,  ^C),  that  Conscience,  in  its  true  sense, 
is  the  Rational  Self — the  Ideal  Self  working  out  its  reali- 
sation in  man  ;  and  we  have  found  also  in  the  previous 
pages  of  this  chapter  that  by  virtue  of  the  presence  of 
this  Ideal  Self  in  him,  he  is  united  to  society — he  is  an 
integral  part  of  it.     Thus  it  is  through  Conscience  that 
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a  man  is  a  part  of  the  social  whole  :  Or  we  may  say  that 
the  Conscience  which  he  calls  his  own,  is  also  the  Con- 
science which  is  of  society.  Thus  the  individual  and 
the  social  Conscience  are  essentially  one  and  the  same. 
This  does  not  of  course  signify  that  the  Ideal  Self — the 
Universal  Conscience — that  works  in  society  and  in  the 
universe — is  actually  and  completely  identical  with  the 
individual  Conscience.  The  latter  is  only  a  partial  and 
imperfect  individualisation  of  the  former,  just  as  the  in- 
dividual reason  is  of  the  universal.  Now,  all  the  prin- 
ciples of  duty  which  are  supplied  by  the  Conscience  of 
an  individual,  and  recognised  and  followed  by  him,  are 
largely  determined  by  society  in  which  he  lives.  Or  in 
other  words,  all  the  principles  of  duty  which  collectively 
represent  his  Conscience  arise  from  his  connection  with 
the  social  institutions,  or  his  relationships.  Hence  his 
Conscience  may  be  said  to  be  determined  also  by  society. 
Thus  society  determines  the  individual  Conscience  in* 
two  ways  :  in  the  first  place,  the  Conscience  which  is 
operative  in  society  is  the  same  as  operates  in  the  indivi- 
dual ;  in  the  second  place,  the  principles  of  duty  in 
accordance  with  which  he  ordinarily  guides  his  conduct 
are  largely  supplied  and  shaped  by  society.  Therefore, 
both  ideally  and  actually  the  individual  Conscience  is  a 
product  of  society.  Or  more  appropriately,  the  social 
Conscience  is  the  individualisation  of  the  Universal  Con- 
science— the  Ideal  Self,  whilst  the  individual  Conscience 
is  the  individualisation  of  the  social  Conscience, — the 
social  Self. 


Chapter  II. 

The  Rights  and  Obligations. 

I.  Definition  of  Right  :— According  to  Leib- 
nitz "Right  (  droit )  is  a  moral  power,  as  duty  is  a  moral 
necessity."  Paul  Janet  modifies  this  definition  thus  : 
"Perhaps  jt  would  be  more  correct  to  call  this  power 
ideal,  rather  than  moral.  Moral  power  is  a  force  acting 
in  conjuction  with  reflection  and  conscience,  an  energy, 
a  true  activity,  like  virtue.  But  right  may  exist  without 
being  exercised  :  it  may  exist  when  the  one  possessing 
it  is  ignorant  of  it  (  as  in  the  case  of  the  unconscious 
owner  of  the  treasure  or  as  in  that  of  the  sleeping  child  ). 
We  have  here  a  power  which  is-  accompanied  neither 
by  energy,  nor  by  effort,  nor  by  action,  yet  which 
arrests  me  just  as  effectually  as  if  it  were  a  physical 
force  equal  to  my  own.  This  power  consists  simply  in 
an  idea — the  idea  that  a  certain  object  does  not  belong 
to  me,  that  a  certain  man  is  my  fellow-creature.  This  is 
an  ideal  power,  and  this  ideal  power  is  what  I  call  the 
right."  (Theory  of  Morals,  p.  213).  Prof.  Dewey 
defines  right  in  a  similar  way.  "That  which,  taken  at 
large  or  in  a  lump,  is  called  freedom/'  says  he,  "breaks 
up  in  detail  into  a  number  of  specific,  concrete  abilities 
to  act  in  particular  ways.  These  are  termed  rights." 
(  Ethics,  pp.  439 — 40  ).    "A  right,"  says  Dr.  Bosanquet, 

" has  both  a  legal  and  a  moral  reference.    It  is  a 

claim  which  can  be  enforced  at  law,  which  no  moral 
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imperative  can  be  ;  but  it  is  also  recognised  to  be  a 
claim  which  ought  to  be  capable  of  enforcement  at  law, 
and  thus  it  has  a  moral  aspect."  Thus  all  right,  or  at 
least  all  "physical  right  unites  the  two  sides.  It  both 
is,  and  ought  to  be,  capable  of  being  enforced  at  law.'' 
"Rights  then  are  claims  recognised  by  the  State,  i.  e.  by 
Society  acting  as  ultimate  authority,  to  the  maintenance 
of  conditions  favourable  to'the  best  life."  (  The  Philo- 
sophical Theory  of  the  State,  pp.  202-8). 

From  these  various  definitions  we  may  gather  that 
from  the  view-point  of  the  individual  the  rights  are  his 
ideal  powers  that  are  essential  to  the  realisation  of  the 
best  life  ;  while  from  that  of  society  they  are  his  claims 
"to  the  maintenance  of  conditions  favourable  to  the 
best  life"  which  are  and  .ought  to  be  "recognised  by 
society  and  enforced  by  the  State."  Thus,  the  rights 
are  both  powers  and  claims  at  the  same  time  viewed 
from  two  different  standpoints. 
.  II.  The  aspects  of  rights  :— Thus  we  find 
from  the  definition  of  rights  that  every  right  has  a 
twofold  reference  :  as  an  ideal  power  it  "resides  in  and 
proceeds  from  some  special  agent,  some  individual"  ; 
as  a  claim,  "it  indicates  at  least  the  permission  and 
sufferance  of  society,  a  tacit  social  assent  and  confirma- 
tion ;  while  any  more  positive  and  energetic  effort  on 
the  part  of  the  community  to  guarentee  and  safeguard 
it,  indicates  an  active  acknowledgement  on  the  part  of 
society"  that  the  claim  of  the  individual  "is  positively 
in  its  own  interest."  A  right  is,  thus,  individual  and 
social  at  the  same  time.    The  social  character  of  rights 
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becomes  manifest  in  the  demand  that  they  should  be 
reahsed  in  definite  or  prescribed  ways.  "A  right  is 
never  a  claim  to  a  wholesale,  indefinite  activity,  but  to 
a  defined  activity  ;  to  one  carried  on,  that  is,  tender  cer- 
tain conditions.  This  limitation  constitutes  the  obligatory 
phases  of  every  right.  The  individual  is  free  :  yes,  that 
is  his  right.  But  he  is  free  to  act  only  according  to 
certain  regular  and  established  conditions.  That  is  the 
obligation  imposed  upon  him.  He  has  a  right  to  use 
public  roads,  but  he  is  obliged  to  pay  taxes,  to  pay 
debts,  not  to  harm  others  in  its  use,  and  so  on.*  (  Profs. 
Dewey  and  Tufts,  Ethics,  p.  440  ). 

III.  The  ultimate  foundation  of  rights  :— 
There  are  several  theories  with  regard  to  the  foundation 
of  rights.  We  shall  consider  here  only  the  leading  ones. 
{a)  The  theory  of  "natural  rights"  :— 
This  theory  supposes  that  each  man  is  born  with  some 
rights  called  "natural  rights  from  which  can  be  deduced 
all  other  rights,  called  "civil  rights,''  i.  e.  rights  recog- 
nised by  the  State,  and  rights  of  the  State  against  him. 
.  But  as  these  natural  rights  led  men  to  be  hostile  to  one 
another,  they  established  a  political  society  with  a  view 
to  gecure  their  general  interests  better.  This  establish- 
ment of  a  compact  is  the  ultimate  foundation  of  all 
civil  rights  and  obligations.  If  it  is  asked  why  we 
should  respect  the  civil  rights  of  others,  for  instance, 
the  payment  of  taxes,  debts,  &c.,  as  well  as  those  of 
the  State,  for  instance,  general  submission  to  the  law, 
the  reply  according  to  this  theory  will  be  that  if  we 
fail  to  do  so,  we  shall  directly  or  indirectly  violate  the 
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natural  rights  of  them.  Every  member  of  the  State  has 
therefore  a  natural  right  to  the  observation  of  this  com- 
pact on  the  part  of  others,  "with  a  corresponding  obli- 
gation on  his  part  to  observe  it.''  So  that  whoever 
violates  the  law  of  the  State,  or  disrespects  the  civil 
rights  of  others,  indirectly  violates  this  natural  right. 
This  way  of  explaining  the  basis  of  all  civil  rights  was 
prevalent  throughout  the  17th  century  and  a  part  of 
the  eighteenth  till  the  rise  of  the  "utilitarian"  theory  of 
rights  and  obligations. 

Criticism  : — This  theory  is  founded  upon  three 
presuppositions  :  (i)  there  are.  "natural  rights,"  (ii)  the 
political  society  is  the  result  of  a  contract  with  a  view 
to  a  better  preservation  of  those  rights,  ^ii)  every 
member  of  societ}'  has,  thus,  another  natural  right  "to 
have  this  compact  observed,  with  a  corresponding  obli- 
gation to  observe  it."  The  second  presupposition  is, 
as  we  have  said  before,  a  "historical  fiction".  With  this, 
therefore,  falls  the  third  presupposition.  The  first  still 
leaves  the  main  question  quite  unanswered.  It  simply 
assumes  that  there  are  natural  rights,  i.  e.  rights  prior  to 
the  existence  of  society,  without  explaining  the  "why" 
of  them— without  touching  the  real  question,  "hpw 
there  came  to  be  rights  at  all  ?"  As  Prof.  Green  has 
put  it  :  this  theory  falls  into  "the  mistake  of  identifying 
the  inquiry  into  the  ultimate  justifiability  of  actual  rights 
with  the  question  whether  there  is  a  prior  right  to  the 
possession  of  them.  The  right  to  the  possession  of 
them,  if  properly  so  called,  would  not  be  a  mere  power, 
but  a  power  recognised  by  a  society  as  one  which 
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should  exist.  This  recognition  of  a  power,  in  some  way 
or  other,  as  that  which  should  be,  is  always  necessary 
to  render  it  a  right.  Therefore  when  we  had  shown 
that  the  rights  exercised  in  political  society  were  derived 
from  prior  'natural'  rights,  a  question  would  still  remain 
as  to  the  ground  of  those  natural  rights.  We  should 
have  to  ask  why  certain  powers  were  recognised  as 
powers  which  should  be  exercised,  and  thus  became 
these  natural  rights."  "Political  or  civil  rights,  then,  are 
not  to  be  explained  by  derivation  from  natural  rights, 
but  in  regard  to  both  political  and  natural  rights,  in  any 
sense  in  which  there  can  be  truly  said  to  be  natural 
rights,  the  question  has  to  be  asked,  how  it  is  that  cer- 
tain powers  are  recognised  by  men  in  their  intercourse 
with  each  other  as  powers  that  should  be  exercised,  or 
of  which  the  possible  exercise  should  be  secured." 
Again,  "natural  right"  as  =  right  in  a  state  of  nature 
which  is  not  a  state  of  societ)',  is  a  contradiction.  There 
can  be  no  right  without  a  consciousness  of  common 
interest  on  the  part  of  members  of  a  society.  Without 
this  there  might  be  certain  powers  on  the  part  of  indivi- 
duals, but  no  recognition  of  these  powers  by  others  as 
powers  of  which  they  allow  the  exercise,  nor  any  claim 
to  such  recognition  ;  and  without  this  recognition  or 
claim  to  recognition  there  can  be  no  right."  (  Works, 
Vol.  II,  pp.  349,  354  ). 

{b)  The  utilitarian  theory  of  rights  :— The 
utilitarians  do  not  subscribe  to  the  above  historical 
fiction  to  account  for  the  origin  and  justifiability  of 
rights.     According  to  them  all  rights  are  artificial,  i.  e. 
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created  by  society  or  the  State,  and  they  try  therefore 
to  explain  them  by  showing  them  as  "necessary  to  the 
fulfilment  of  man's  vocation  as  a  moral  being,"  to  the 
realisation  of  the  ultimate  end  of  human  life.  But  this 
vocation,  this  end,  according  to  them,  being  the  attain- 
ment of  pleasure  and  avoidance  of  pain,  the  justification 
of  the  civil  rights  rests  on  the  fact  that  they  have  been 
found  by  experience  to  be  the  necessary  means  to  that 
end  ;  and  the  reason  why  we  should  respect  them  is 
that  by  so  doing  we  attain  more  pleasure  or  avoid  more 
pain  :  "the  ground  of  our  consciousness  that  we  ought 
to  respect  them,  in  other  words,  their  ultimate  sanction, 
is  the  fear  of  what  the  consequences  would  be  if  we 
did  not." 

Criticism  : — The  essential  value  of  this  theory  is 
that  it  does  not  "seek  the  ground  of  actual  rights  in  a 
prior  natural  right,  but  in  an  end  to  which  the  main- 
tenance of  the  rights  contributes."  It  avoids  "the 
mistake  of  identifying  the  inquiry  into  the  ultimate 
justifiability  of  actual  rights  with  the  question  whether 
there  is  a  prior  right  to  the  possession  of  them.'*  The 
main  defect  of  this  theory  is.  that  it  supposes  that  the 
ultimate  end  to  which  the  actual  rights  are  the  means 
is  merely  the  attainment  of  pleasure  and  the  avoidance 
of  pain.  This  is  not  certainly  true.  (  For  the  refutation 
of  this  view  see  Bk.  II,  Chaps.  Ill— V  ).  In  the  second 
place,  this  theory  fails  to  explain  why  we  ought  to 
respect  the  rights.  The  hope  of  pleasure  or  the  fear  of 
pain  may,  no  doubt,  induce  us  to  act  in  a  particular 
way  ;  but  it  cannot  make  such  an  act  moral.    An  act 
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piompted  by  such  a  motive  is  rather  opposite  to  what 
is  moral.  (  See  Bk.  II,  pp.  65— 66  ).  Thus,  if  we  res- 
pect the  rights  simply  for  the  sake  of  more  pleasure  our 
action  may  be  prudent  but  certainly  not  moral.  (  See 
Bk.  I,  Chap.  VII. — criticism  of  hedonistic  view  ). 

(c)  The  EadsBuiouistio  theory  of  rights  :— 
Eudsemonism  also  accounts  for  the  origin  and  'justifica- 
tion of  the  rights  by  reference  to  an  end  ;  but  this  end, 
it  maintains,  is  not  the  attainment  of  pleasure  and  the 
avoidance  of  pain,  but,  as  we  have  found,  (  see  Book  II, 
Chapter  VI  ),  the  perfection  of  the  rational  self — the 
complete  realisation  of  the  Summum  Bonum.  Or  as  Prof. 
Green  has  put  it  :  "the  claim  or  right  of  the  individual 
to  have  certain  powers  secured  to  him  by  society,  and 
the  counter-claim  of  society  to  exercise  certain  powers 
over  the  individual,  alike  rest  on  the  fact  that  these 
powers  are  necessary  to  the  fulfilment  of  man's  vocation 
as  a  moral  being,  to  an  effectual  self-jievotion  to  the 
work  of  developing  the  perfect  character  in  himself  and 
others".  Thus  the  conception  of  a  right  implies  the 
conception  of  an  absolute  end.  "Without  this  concep- 
tion the  recognition  of  a  power  as  a  right  would  be  im- 
possible. A  p^wer  on  the  part  of  anyone  is  so  recog- 
nised by  others,  as  one  which  should  be  exercised,  when., 
these  others  regard  it  as  in  some  way  a  means  to  that 
ideal  good  of  themselves  which  they  alike  conceive  and 
the  possessor  6f  the  power  comes  to  regard  it  as  a  right 
through  consciousness  of  its  being  thus  recognised  as 
contributory  to  a  good  in  which  he  too  is  interested. 
No  one  therefore  can  have  a  right  except  (i)  as  a  mem- 
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ber  of  a  society,  and  (2)  of  a  society  in  which  some  com- 
mon good  is  recognised  by  the  members  of  the  society 
as  their  own  ideal  good,  as  that  which  should  be  for  each 
of  them.  The  capacity  for  being  determined  by  a  good 
so  recognised  is  what  constitutes  personality  in  the  ethi- 
cal sense  ;  and  for  this  reason  there  is  truth  in  saying 
that  only  among  persons,  in  the  ethical  sense,  can  there 

come  to  be  rights  ;  Conversely,   every  one 

capable  of  being  determined  by  the  conception  of  a  com- 
mon good  as  his  own  ideal  good,  in  other  words, 

every  moral  person,  is  capable  of  rights  ;  i.  e.  of  bearing 
his  part  in  a  society  in  which  the  free  exercise  of  his 
powers  is  secured  to  each  member  through  the  recogni- 
tion by  each  of  the  others  as  entitled  to  the  same  free- 
dom with  himself.  To  say  tliat  he  is  capable  of  rights, 
is  to  say  that  he  ought  to  have  them,  in  that  sense  of 
'ought'  in  which  it  expresses  the  relation  of  man  to  an 
end  conceived  as  absolutely  good,  to  an  end  which,  whe- 
ther desired  or  no,  is  conceived  as  intrinsically  desirable. 
The  moral  capacity  implies  a  consciousness  on  the  part 
of  the  subject  of  the  capacity  that  its  realisation  is  an 
end  desirable  in  itself,  and  rights  are  the  condition  of 
realising  it.  Only  through  the  possession  of  rights  can 
the  power  of  the  individual  freely  to  make  a  common 
good  his  own  have  reality  given  to  it.  Rights  are  what 
may  be  called  the  negative  realisation  of  this  power. 
That  is,  they  realise  it  in  the  sense  of  providing  for  its 
free  exercise,  of  securing  the  treatment  of  one  man  by 
another  as  equally  free  with  himself,  but  they  do  not 
realise  it  positively,  because  their  possession  does  not 
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imply  that  in  any  active  way  the  individual  makes  a 
common  good  his  own.  The  possession  of  them,  how- 
ever, is  the  condition  of  this  positive  realisation  of  the 
moral  capacity,  and  they  ought  to  be  possessed  because 
this  end  ( in  the  sense  explained  )  ought  to  be  attained." 

"The  capacity,  then,  on  the  part  of  the  individual  of 
conceiving  a  good  as  the  same  for  himself  and  others, 
and  of  being  determined  to  action  by  that  conception,  is 
the  foundation  of  rights  ;  and  rights  are  the  condition 
of  that  capacity  being  realised.  No  right  is  justifiable 
or  should  be  a  right  except  on  the  ground  that  directly 
or  indirectly  it  serves  this  purpose.  Conversely  every 
power  should  be  a  right,  i.  e.  society  should  secure  to 
the  individual  every  power,  that  is  necessary  for  realising 
this  capacity."    (  Works,  Vol.  II,  pp.  347 — 53  ). 

Thus,  the  eudaemonistic  theory  of  rights  contains  in 
it  what  is  true,  and  repudiates  what  is  false,  in  the  other 
theories.  It  agrees  with  the  theory  of  "natural  rights" 
in  that  the  rights  are  not  artificial,  i.  e.  arbitrary  crea- 
tions of  law  or  custom  ;  and  with  the  utilitarian  theory 
of  rights  in  that  "there  are  no  rights  antecedent  to 
society,  none  that  men  brought  with  them  into  a  society 
which  they  contracted  to  form".  Yet,  it  differs  from 
both  in  maintaining  that  the  justification  of  rights  can- 
not be  accounted  for  by  reference  either  to  (i)  the 
natural  rights,  or  (ii)  an  end  which  is  nothing  but  attain- 
ment of  pleasure  or  happiness,  inasmuch  as  the 
conception  of  the  former  is  a  contradiction,  whereas 
that  of  the  latter  is  erroneous,  or  at  least  imperfect. 
The  true  foundation  of  rights  is  the   conception  of  the 
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absolute  end  of  human  life  to  which  they  are  necessary 
means  ;  and  in  this  sense  only  they  may  be  called 
"innate  and  natural. 

IV.  The  classifioation  of  rights  :— We  have 
found  above  that  the  rights  may  be  viewed  from  two 
standpoints— from  the  standpoint  of  "the  social  organi- 
sation which  secures  and  enforces  them  ;  or  from  the 
standpoint  of  the  individual  who  exercises  and  ac- 
knowledges them."  From  the  former  standpoint  the 
rights  are  called  civil  and  political ;  and  from  the  latter 
they  may  be  conveniently  divided  into  two  classes, 
physical  and  mental  We  shall  deal  with  the  individual 
rights  first. 

(A)  The  individual  rights  :— (a)  The  Phy- 
sical rights  : — These  rights  are  primarily  three  : 
rights  to  life,  limb  and  property.  We  have  a  right  to 
live  inasmuch  as  only  by  living  we  can  realise  the  ulti- 
mate end  of  our  life  —we  can  fulfil  our  vocation.  We 
have  found  that  the  supreme  Good  which  we  are  to 
realise  is  a  personal  good  ;  and  a  personal  good  can  be 
realised  in  and  through  the  life  of  a  person.  Hence  the 
right  to  life  is  essential  to  the  realisation  of  the  supreme 
Good.  Or  we  may  express  this  fact  in  another  way. 
We  have  also  found  that  the  personal  good  is  the  per- 
fection of  hunian  life.  It  is  therefore  impossible  to 
attain  that  perfection  without  having  a  right  to  that 
life.  The  right  to  life  leads  inevitably  to  the  right  to 
the  free  and  unharmed  exercise  of  the  body.  We  can- 
not live  properly  unless  we  possess  "the  right  to  free 
movement  of  the  body,  to   use  its   members   for  any 
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legitiftiate  purpose,  and  the  right  to  unhindered  loco- 
motion." The  right  to  limb,  again,  leads  to  some 
negative  rights  such  as  "exemption  from  homicidal 
attack,  from  assault  and  battery,  and  from  conditions 
that  threaten  health  in  more  abscure  ways".  The 
famous  poet  Kalidas  has,  therefore,  very  truly  said  : 
"sjft^flT^'  ^1  ^^>^T?^,"  i.  e.  the  (  sound  and  healthy  ) 
body  is  certainly  the  primary  condition  of  morality  and 
religion. 

Again,  the  right  to  live  leads  necessarily  to  the  right 
to  property.  In  order  to  live  we  must  have  the  command 
of  all  the  instruments  and  mnterials  necessary  for  the 
maintenance  of  the  body  in  a  state  of  sound  health,  and 
for  the  proper  and  effective  use  of  our  powers.  "These 
physical  rights  to  life,  limb  and  property  are  so  basic 
to  all  achievement  and  capability  that  they  have  fre- 
quently been  termed  'natural  rights'.  They  are  so  fund- 
amental to  the  existence  of  personality  that  their  insecu- 
rity or  infringement  is  a  direct  menace  to  the  social 
welfare.  The  struggle  for  human  liberty  and  human 
responsibility  has  accordingly  been  more  acute  at  this 
than  at  any  other  point.  Roughly  speaking,  the  history 
of  personal  liberty  is  the  history  of  the  efforts  which  have 
safeguarded  the  security  of  life  and  property  and  which 
have  emancipated  bodily  movement  from  subjection  to 
the  will  of  others."  (Prof.  Dewey  and  Tufts,  Ethics,  p.  442). 
Still  again,  the  right  to  life  involves  the  right  to  labour, 
i.  e.  to  work  by  means  of  which  property  may  be  earned. 
The  right  of  life  cannot  be  said  to  be  secured  unless  the 
means  of  earning  livelihood  also  are  secured. 
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We  have  found  that  the  right  to  life  is  fundamental 
right.  This  does  not  imply  that  under  no  circumstances 
life  should  be  sacrificed.  Man  is  an  integral  part  of  the 
social  whole  ;  the  social  good  is  thus  his  good  :  so  that 
when  the  social  good  most  urgently  requires  the  sacrifice 
of  his  life,  he  will  be  justified  in  sacrificing  it.  Hence 
the  justification  of  martyrdom. 

Although  the  physical  rights  are  thus  the  most  im- 
portant rights,  they  are  not  recognised  and  secured  to 
individuals  by  society  to  such  an  extent  as  they  ought 
to  be.  Though  the  social  evolution  has  done  much  in 
the  direction  of  "release  from  distinct  and  overt  tyranny", 
it  has  not  done  enough  for  the  improvement  of  their 
positive  side.  No  doubt,  many  barbarous  practices  such 
as  exposure  of  children,  massacre  of  the  captives  in  war, 
duelling,  and  other  kinds  of  manslaughter,  have  been 
abolished  in  the  modern  civilized  societies  ;  but  war, 
which  is  the  most  powerful  engine  of  manslaughter,  still 
remains  unabolished.  Of  course,  in  all  instances  war  is 
not  objectionable.  It  is  morally  justifiable  only  in 
those  rare  instances  in  which  the  safety  and  the  moral 
progress  of  society  most  urgently  demand  it.  But  in 
most  cases  it  is  resorted  to  for  the  realisation  of  mean 
motives,  and  therefore  should  be  positively  condemned. 
But  in  any  case  the  tendency  '  of  society  should  always 
be  to  avoid  it  as  much  as  possible  ;  and  to  attain  the 
results  supposed  to  be  attainable  by  it,  by  having  reco- 
urse to  other  peaceful  and  laudable  means.  The  capital 
punishment  is  another  instance  which  also  seems  to  put 
a  limitation   to  the  right  of  life.     Is  the  capital   punish- 
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ment  justifiable  f  Some  thiuk  that  it  is  justifiable,  while 
others  entertain  the  , opposite  view.  Prof.  Mackenzie 
remarks:  "The  right  of  life,  like  all  rights,  brings  an 
obligation  with  it — viz.  the  obligation  of  treating  life, 
both  one's  own  and  that  of  others,  as  a  sacred  thing. 
He  who  violates  obligation  e.  g.  by  murder — forfeits  the 
right  of  life,  and  may  legitimately  be  deprived  of  it.'' 
(  Manual,  p.  297  ).  ''Wliile  one",  observes  Prof.  Dewey, 
"may  cite  capital  punishment  to  enforce,  as  if  in  large 
type,  the  fact  that  the  individual  holds  even  his  right  to 
life  subject  to  the  social  welfare,  the  moral  works  the 
other  way  to  underline  the  failure  of  society  to  socialize 
its  members,  and  its  tendency  to  put  undesirable  results 
out  of  sight  and  mind  rather  than  to  face  responsibility 
for  causes."  He  goes  further  and  observes  :  "The  same 
limitation  is  seen  in  metliods  of  imprisonment,  which, 
while  supposed  to  be  protective  rather  than  vindictive, 
recognises  only  in  a  few  and  sporadic  cases  that  the  sole 
sure  protection  of  society  is  through  education  and  cor- 
rection of  individual  character,  not  by  mere  physical 
isolation  under  harsh  conditions.*  (  Ethics,  p.  443.  ) 
Thus,  Prof.  Mackenzie  unreservedly  justifies  capital 
punishment,  while  Prof.  Dewey  seems  to  entertain  a 
different  view.  The  latte'r's  view  seems  to  be  the  correct 
one  for  the  following  reasons  :  Here  the  main  question 
to  be  considered  is,  whether  the  end  of  justice  is  sub- 
served, or  the  well-being  of  society  is  attained,  more 
satisfactorily  by  capital  punisliment  or  by  any  other 
mean's  sufficiently  rigorous,  but  short  of  it.  It  must  be 
admitted  that  the  ultimate  end  of  all  punishment  should 
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be  the  protection  and  safety  of  society,  and  it  is  difficult 
to  understand  how  these  can  be  secured  unless  the  life 
of  individuals  is  also  secured.  We  have  found  in  the 
previous  chapter  that  society,  is  an  organism  ;  that  each 
man  is  an  essential  member  of  it  ;  and  that  the  good  of 
society  is  also  the  good  of  each  member.  Now,  by 
taking  away  the  life  of  a  member,  society  cuts  off  an 
essential  part  of  its  own  life  ;  by  putting  an  absolute 
stop  to  the  realisation  of  the  man's  nature,  it  substanti- 
ally injures  its  own  good.  Again,  as  an  integral  part  of 
the  social  organism,  each  man  has  a  unique  position  and 
function  in  that  organism,  and  therefore  cannot  be  re- 
placed by  any  other  man  or  anything  else  in  tiie  whole 
world.  Hence  by  putting  an  end  to  his  life  society 
creates  a  gap  in  its  constitution  that  can  by  no  means, 
be  completely  filled  up — a  defect  that  cannot  be  com- 
pletely removed.  It  may,  of  course,  be  contended  that 
when  a  part,  for  instance  a  murderer,  becomes  danger- 
ous to  the  safety  of  the  whole,  it  should  be  permanently 
removed.  This  may  be  true  in  the  extreme  cases  where 
all  attempt  to  restore  it  to  its  normal  or  Isss  offensive 
state  fails.  Therefore  instead  of  removing  the  part  alto- 
gether "out  of  sight  and  mind,"  society  should  take  to 
all  possible  means  to  educate  and  correct  its  character, 
and  thereby  to  make  it  less  dangerous  and  more  useful 
to  others.  Education  and  correction,  not  annihilation, 
should,  therefore,  be  the  guiding  principle  of  society. 
We  shall  consider  this  point  further  when  we  shall  deal 
with  the  theory  of  punishment. 

In  order  to  the  security  of  life  the  civilized   societies 
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have,  no  doubt,  done  much  by  abolishhig  the  blood  feud, 
infanticide,  killing  the  economically  ^useless  and  aged 
persons,  legalized  slavery,  serfdom,  "the  subjection  of 
the  rights  of  wife  and  child  to  the  will  of  husband  and 
father,"  &c.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  the}''  have  done 
little  to  prevent  many  modern  industies  that  are  conduc- 
ted more  for  momentary  gain  than  for  the  security  of 
life,  the  consequence  of  which  is  that  "the  annual  roll 
of  killed,  injured,  and  diseased  in  factory  and  railway 
practically  equals  the  list  of  dead  and  wounded  in  a 
modern  war." 

In  order  to  prevent  poverty  the  civilized  societies 
have,  no  doubt,  done  much  by  providing  "assistance  and 
remedial  measures,  poorhouses,  asylums,  hospitals,  &c. 
But,  on  the  other  hand,  they  have  failed  to  take  measu- 
res to  prevent  the  causes  of  'such  wholesale  poverty 
and  widespread  misery.'  ''  ''Taken  in  conjuction  with 
the  idleness  and  display  of  the  congested  rich,  it  raises 
the  question  how  far  we  are  advanced  beyond  barbarism 
in  making  organic  provision  for  an  effective  as  distinct 
from  formal,  right  to  life  and  movement.  It  is  hard  to 
say  whether  the  heavier  indictment  hes  in  the  fact  that 
so  many  shirk  their  share  of  the  necessary  social  labour 
and  toil,  or  in  the  fact  that  so  many  who  are  willing  to 
work  are  unable  to  do  so,  without  meeting  recurrent 
crises  of  unemployment,  and  except  under  conditions  of 
hours,  hygiene,  compensation  and  home  conditions 
which  reduce  to' a  low  level  the  positive  rights  of  life. 
The  social  order  protects  the  property  of  those  who 
have  it  ;    but it  takes  little  heed  to  see  that  great 
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masses  of  men  get  even  that  little  property  which  is 
requisite  to  secure  assured,  permanent,  and  properly 
stimulating  conditions  of  life.  Until  there  is  secured  to 
and  imposed  upon  all  members  of  society  the  right  and 
the  duty  of  work  in  socially  serviceable  occupations, 
with  due  return  in  social  goods,  rights  to  life  and  free 
movement  will  hardly  advance  much  beyond  their  pre- 
sent largely  nominal  state."  (  Profs.  Dewey  and  Tufts, 
Ethics,  pp.  444 — 45  ). 

(b)  The  mental  rig^hts  : — ^These  rights  are  clo- 
sely connected  with  the  physical  rights.  By  themselves 
the  latter  have  no  meaning  ;  and  they  acquire  meaning 
when  they  "subserve  purposes  and  affections" — when 
thy  become  means  to  the  fulfilment  of  the  former  ;  the 
former,  again,  can  fulfil  themselves  only  in  and  through 
the  latter.  Physical  conditions  are  indispensable  means 
to  the  mental  well-being.  As  Prof.  Dewey  has  truly 
said  :  "These  conditions  affect  the  execution  of  pur- 
poses and  wants  ;  and  this  influence  reacts  to  determine 
the  further  arrest  or  growth  of  needs  and  resolutions. 
The  sharp  and  unjustifiable  antethesis  of  spiritual  and 
material  in  the  current  conception  of  moral  action  leads 
many  well-intended  people  to  be  callous  and  indifferent 
to  the  moral  issues  involved  in  physical  and  economic 
progress.  Long  hours  of  excessive  physical  labor,  joined 
with  unwholesome  conditions  of  residence  and  work, 
restrict  the  growth  of  mental  activity,  while  idleness 
and  excess  of  physical  possession  and  control  prevent 
mind,  as  surely  as  these  causes  modify  the  outer  and 
overt  acts."    (  Ethics,  p.  445  )'. 
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The  first  and  foremost  mental  right  is  the  right  to 
freedom  of  thought  and  action.  This  is  because  a  man 
can  reah'se  the  ideal  of  his  life — can  attain  the  perfection 
of  his  nature  b)'  free  thought  and  activity,  by  the  free 
exercise  of  his  will.  Spiritual  freedom  is  as  essential  to 
the  fulfilment  of  a  man's  vocation  as  physical  freedom. 
Hence  any  "disbelief  in  the  integrity  of  mind,  assertion 
that  the  divine  principles  of  thought  and  love  are  per- 
verted and  corrupt  in  the  individual,"  as,  for  instance, 
the  Christian  doctrine  of  eternal  sin  of  man,  is  as  dan- 
gerous and  prejudicial  to  the  development  of  human 
nature  as  any  serious  infringement  of  the  physical  rights. 
But  society  has  been  much  slower  to  recognise  and 
secure  this  right  than  the  physical.  "Gradually,  how- 
ever, free  speech,  freedom  of  communication  and  inter- 
course, of  public  assemblies,  liberty  of  the  press  and  cir- 
culation of  ideas,  freedom  of  religious  and  intellectual 
conviction  (  commonly  called  freedom  of  conscience  ), 
of  worship,  and  to  some  extent  the  right  to  education, 
to  spiritual  nurture,  have  been  achieved.  In  the  degree 
the  individual  has  won  these  liberties,  the  social  order 
has  obtained  its  chief  safeguard  against  explosive  change 
and  intermittent  blind  action  and  reaction,  and  has  got 
hold  of  the  method  of  graduated  and  steady  reconstruc- 
tion. Looked  at  as  a  mere  expedient,  liberty  of  thought 
and  expression  is  the  most  successful  device  ever  hit 
upon  for  reconciling  tranquility  with  progress,  so  that 
peace  is  not  sacrificed  to  reform  nor  improvement  to 
stagnant  conservatism."  (  Ibid,  p.  446  ).  Of  course  it 
should   be  remembered   that  liberty  is  not  license  ;   and 
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when  we  speak  of  the  right  to  liberty  we  do  not  mean 
to  say  tliat  a  man  should  be  allowed  to  do  as  he  pleases. 
As  we  have  found  above,  {  see  Bk.  II,  chap.  X  ),  abso- 
lute hberty  is  a  meaningless  expression,  and  even  incon- 
ceivable. So  that  the  right  to  freedom  really  means 
''the  right  of  having  the  free  development  of  one's  life 
as  little  interfered  with  as  is  possible,  consistently  with 
the  maintenance  of  social  order." 

The  mental  right  next  in  importance  is  the  right  to 
education.  By  proper  education  and  culture,  or  giving 
due  execise  to  the  powers  of  the  mind  we  can  realise 
the  rational  self.  It  is  through  education  that  the  right 
of  thought  and  affection  becomes  effective.  For  this 
reason  every  social  institution  worth  the  name  should 
be  a  centre  of  education  ;  and  therefore  the  final  value 
of  it  should  consist  in  its  educational  influence  ;  i.  e.  the 
institutions  ought  to  be  ''measured  morally  by  the  occa- 
sions they  afford  and  the  guidance  they  supply  for  the 
exercise  of  fore-thought,  judgment,  seriousness  of  consi- 
deration, and  depth  of  regard".  But  society  has  recog- 
nised and  secured  this  right,  like  other  riglitS,  only  tardily 
and  imperfectly.  Even  in  the  civilized  societies  the 
highest  kind  of  education  is  restricted  to  the  few  and 
inaccessible  to  the  many. 

(B).  The  social  rights  :— We  have  found  that 
the  rights  may  be  viewed  from  two  different  standpoints 
— from  the  standpoint  of  the  individual  and  from  the 
standpoint  of  the  social  or  public  order.  But  the  public 
order,  again,  may  be  viewed  from  two  standpoints  :  it 
may  be  viewed  as  a  Civil  Society,  or  as  a  State.  Regarded 
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simply  as  a  member  of  a  civil  society  the  individual  has 
some  rights  which  are  called  civil  rights  ;  and  regarded 
simply  as  a  member  of  the  State  he  has  some  rights  that 
are  called  political  rights. 

(a)  The  Civil  rights  :— Being  a  member  of  so- 
ciety, every  individual  is  brought,  by  his  actions,  into 
definite  relations  with  others  :  some  of  these  relations 
are  recurrent,  some  are  stable  ;  and  these  relations  may 
be  definitely  formulated  and  enforced.  They  are  defined 
in  the  civil  rights.  "They  express  the  guaranteed  and 
regular  ways  in  which  an  individual,  through  action, 
voluntarily  enters  into  association  or  combination  with 
others  for  the  sake  of  a  common  end.  They  differ  from 
political  rights  and  obligations  in  that  the  latter  concern 
modes  of  social  organization  which  are  so  fundamental 
that  they  are  not  left  to  the  voluntary  choice  and  pur- 
pose of  an  individual.  As  a  political  being,  he  must  have 
political  relationships,  must  be  subject  to  law,  pay 
taxes,  &c.*  (  Profs.  Dewey  and  Tufts,  Ethics,  p.  452  ). 
The  relations  into  which  an  individual  is  brought  by  liis 
actions  are  so  numerous  and  variable  tliat  we  shall 
consider  here  only  those  which  are  morally  most 
important. 

(i)  Contract-rights  :— These  rights  arise  out  of 
"express  or  implied  agreements  of  certain  agents  to  do 
or  refrain  from  doing  specific  acts,  involving  exchange 
of  services  or  goods  to  the  mental  benefit  of  both  parties 
in  the  transaction.  Thus,  whenever  a  bargain  is  entered 
into,  something  is, bought  or  sold,  an  explicit  or  implied 
contract  is  entered  into.     Every   genuine   and   free  con- 
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tract  implies  three  things  :  each  party  to  tlie  contract 
should  secure  what  he  wants  ;  the  parties  should  help 
each  other  in  securing  the  benefits  wanted  ;  and  "the 
vast,  vague,  complex  business  of  conducting  social  life 
is  brpken  up  into  a  multitude  of  specific  acts  to  be  per- 
formed and  of  specific  goods  to  be  delivered,  at  definite 
times  and  definite  places."  (  Ibid,  pp.  452 — 53 ).  These 
rights  are  so  essential  to  the  conduct  of  social  life — even 
to  the  existence  of  societj' — that  some  social  moralists, 
as  Hobbes,  Locke,  Rousseau,  &c.  supposed  that  the 
State  originated  in  a  "social  contract.''  1  See  the  prece- 
ding chapter  ). 

But  the  right  of  contract  is  not  absolute.  We  cannot 
enter  into  any  contract  we  like.  That  contract  is  good 
which  is  consistent  with  the  supreme  end  of  life.  For 
this  reason  we  are  not  at  liberty  to  enier  into  such  con- 
tracts tiiat  are  positively  immoral.  For  instance,  we 
are  not  at  liberty  to  contract  ourselves  into  slavery, 
prostitution,  &c. 

ui)  Kights  iuvol>7ed  in  tlie  permanent 
voluntary  associations  :— 'J'here  are  more  far- 
reaching  and  stable  rights  that  arise  out  of  more 
permanent  voluntary  associations  such  as  partnerships, 
corporations,  guilds,  trades  unions,  churches,  schools, 
colleges,  clubs,  &c.  There  are  some  other  rights  which 
are  connected  with  some  most  significant  associations — 
associations  that  are  made  for  generic  ends.  The 
marital  rights  are  instances  in  point.  The  institution 
of  marriage,  which  gives  birth  to  these  rights,  is  a  kind 
of  "union    for  mutual   economic   and    spiritual    goods 
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which  are  coextensive  with  all  the  interests  of  the  parties. 
In  its  connection  with  the  generation  and  rearing  of 
children,  it  is  a  fundamental  means  of  guarding  all  social 
interests  and  of  directing  their  progress."  ( Ibid,  p.  453 ). 
(,iii)  Right  to  use  of  courts  : — The  highest  civil 
right  in  which  all  other  civil  rights  have  their  ultimate 
application  and  test  is  the  right  to  get  the  settlement  of 
conflicting  rights  and  the  remedy  for  infringed  rights  by 
appeal  to  a  public  autliorighty.  Every  civil  right  is 
merely  nominal,  if  there  is  no  effective  method  to 
enforce  it  in  the  case  of  its  not  being  recognised,  and  to 
remedj"^  or  redress  it  in  the  case  of  its  infringement.  Not 
only  cases  of  deliberate  conflict  of  rights  frequently 
occur,  but  also  there  occur  cases  of  conflict  in  which  the 
parties  are  well-intentioned,  but  the  situations  are  new. 
Now,  if  there  is  no  effective  method  of  defining  the 
respective  right  of  the  parties  in  these  new  situations, 
each  party  will  assert  his  own  rights  arbitrarily  and  also 
in  good  fkith  :  the  results  will  be  private  contentions. 
Thus  the  Courts  liave  two  functions  to  perform.  In  the 
first  place,  they  should  ledress  those  wrongs  which  are 
deliberate.  In  tlie  second  place,  they  should  define  the 
proper  scope  and  limits  of  those  conflicting  rights  which 
are  ambiguous  and  ill-defined  on  account  of  the  novelty 
of  the  situations.  The  latter  function  of  the  courts  is 
more  valuable  than  the  former. 

[b)  The  political  rights  :— There  is  no  ab- 
solute distinction  between  the  civil  society  and  the 
State.  The  State  denotes  "those  conditions  of  social 
organization  and  regulation  which  are  most  fundamental 
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afid  most  general  : — conditions  which  are  summed  up 
in  and  expressed  tlirough  the  general  will  as  manifested 
in  legislation  and  its  execution."  "As  a  civil  right  is 
technically  focused  in  the  right  to  use  the  courts,  'to  sue 
and  be  sued/  that  is  in  the  right  to  have  other  claims 
adjudicated  and  enforced  by  a  public,  impartial  autho- 
rity, so  a  political  right  is  technically  summed  up  in  the 
power  to  vote — either  to  vote  directly  upon  laws  or  to 
vote  for  those  who  make  and  carry  out  laws."  In  a 
sense,  "the  representative  and  potential  significance  of 
political  rights  exceeds  that  of  any  other  class  of  rights. 
Suffrage  stands  for  direct  and  active  participation  in  the 
regulation  of  the  terms  upon  which  associated  life  shall 
be  sustained,  and  the  pursuit  of  the  good  carried  on. 
Political  freedom  and  responsibility  express  an  indivi- 
dual's power  and  obligation  to  make  effective  all  his 
other  capacities  by  fixing  the   social   conditions   of  their 

exercise.  The   evolution  of  democratically 

regulated  States,  as  distinct  from  those  ordered  in  the 
interests  of  a  small  group,  or  of  a  special  class,  is  the 
social  counterpart  of  the  development  of  a  comprehen- 
sive and  common  good.  Externally  viewed,  democracy 
is  a  piece  of  machinery,  to  be  maintained  or  thrown 
away,  like  any  other  piece  of  machinery,  on  the  basis 
of  its  economy  and  efficiency  of  working.  Morally,  it  is 
the  effective  embodiment  of  the  moral  ideal  of  a  good 
which  consists  in  the  development  of  all  the  social 
capacities  of  every  individual  member  of  society." 
Therefore,  "the  moral  criterion  by  which  to  try  social 
institutions  and  political  measures   may   be   summed  up 
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as  follows  :  The  test  is  wheiher  a  given  custom  or  law 
sets  free  individual  capacities  in  such  a  way  as  to  make 
them  available  for  the  development  of  the  general 
happiness  or  the  common  good.  Tliis  formula  states  the 
test  with  the  emphasis  falling  upon  the  side  of  the 
individual.  It  may  be  stated  from  the  side  of  associated 
life  as  follows  :  The  test  is  whether  the  general,  the 
public,  organization  and  order  are  promoted  in  such  a 
way  as  to  equalize  opportunity  for  all."  (  Ibid,  pp. 
473—74.482-83  ). 

(V)  Correspondence  of  rights  and  obliga- 
tions : — So  long  we  have  been  dealing  with  the 
nature,  aspects,  conditions  and  classification  of  the 
rights.  We  are  now  going  to  consider  tiieir  relation  to 
obligations  or  duti&.  From  what  we  have  said  above 
it  is  evident  that  there  is  perfect  correspondence 
between  the  rights  and  obligations  ;  they  are  strictly 
correlative.  Their  perfect  correlation  is  found  both  in 
their  external  employment  and  internal  nature.  The 
external  use  of  a  right  requires  an  obligation  on  the 
part  of  the  individual  not  to  interfere  with  the  right  of 
others.  No  individual  is,  thus,  at  liberty  to  exercise 
his  rights  as  he  likes.  He  may  use  his  property,  but' 
not  in  such  a  way  as  will  become  a  menace  or  nuisance 
to  the  public.  He  has  a  right  to  make  use  of  the  public 
highways  ;  but  he  can  exercise  it  on  the  condition  that 
he  will  not  obstruct  or  in  any  way  interfere  with  the 
exercise  of  a  similar  right  by  others.  Hence  there  are 
no  absolute  rights — rights  that  are  not  relative  to  any 
social  order  and  restriction,     But  intrinsically  rights   are 
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more  intimately  connected  with  obligations.  The 
individual  has  rights,  because  he  is  an  integral  member 
of  society.  Everj'  right,  as  we  have  found,  is  social. 
So  that  it  should  be  exei-cised  only  for  the  realisation  of 
the  common  good.  Thus,  every  individual  is  under  the 
obligation  of  employing  his  rights  in  such  a  wise  as  will 
further  the  progess  and  promote  the  well-being  of 
society.  Therefore  he  has  a  right  in  as  far  as  he  has  a 
corresponding  obligation  to  make  use  of  the  right  for 
the  public  good.  But  a  right  gives  rise  to  an  obligation 
not  only  on  the  part  of  the  individual  possessing  the 
right,  but  also  on  the  part  of  others  to  respect  the  right. 
Thus  the  individual's  right  to  property  gives  rise  to  an 
obligation  on  the  part  of  others  to  respect  that  right, 
i.  e.  not  to  violate  it  by  stealing,  confiscating,  or  des 
troying  the  property.  Similarly,  his  right  to  life  brings 
an  obligation  upon  others  not  to  violate  it  by  murder, 
&c.  In  this  way  it  ma)'  be  shown  that  every  right 
gives  rise  to  a  double  obligation  at  the  same  time. 
Rights  and  obligations  are  thus  perfectly  correspondent 
or  correlative.  We  shall  deal  with  obligations  in  the 
next  chapter. 


Chapter  III. 

The  Duties. 

I.  Definition  of  Dttty  : — In  all  cases  the  sense 
of  duty  arises  under  some  conditions.  The  human 
nature,  as  we  have  found,  is  constituted  by  two  elements 
or  factors — reason  and  sensibility — the  liigher  or  the 
rational  self  and  the  lower  or  the  passional  self.  These 
two  elements  are  antagonistic  from  the  beginning.  The 
lower  self —the  self  of  impulses  or  inclinations — supplies 
the  conception  of  an  end  which  is  direct  and  proximate, 
and  the  attainment  of  which  pleases  the  self  immediately. 
The  higher  or  the  rational  self,  on  the  contrary,  supplies 
the  idea  of  an  end  that  is  indirect  and  remote,  but  nigher 
and  more  abiding  than  the  direct  and  proximate  end. 
The  natural  inclinations  impel  us  in  one  direction,  and 
reason  in  another.  Hence  the  conflict.  But  there  is 
another  kind  of  conflict  which  is  the  creature  of  reason 
itself.  The  rational  self  is  not  perfect  from  the  begin- 
ning. It  develops  and  in  the  process  of  its  development 
it  passes  through  higher  and  higher  stages  ;  and  in  each 
stage  it  acts  upon  the  inclinations,  restrains  and  controls 
them,  and  thereby  forms  more  or  less  permanent  desires 
and  habits  of  thoughts,  feelings  and  actions.  But  the 
rational  self  cannot  rest  content  with  these  desires  and 
habits  for  a  long  time,  because  they  are  found  wanting 
when  it  passes  to  a  higher  stage — a  stage  in  which  it 
views   the   moral   situation    from   a  higher  standpoint, 
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Thus  the  desires  and  habits  which  are  the  creatures  of 
reason  come  into  cbnflict  with  reason  itself.  Hence 
another  conflict.  The  rational  self  has  to  combat  two 
antagpnistic  forces — the  natural  and  organic  inclinations 
on  the  one  hand,  and  the  habits  of  thoughts,  feelings 
and  actions  on  the  other.  The  sense  of  duty  arises  in 
connection  with  these  conflicts.  When  the  rational  self 
comes  to  point  out  a  higher  end,  which  stands  in  opposi- 
tion to  a  lower  end  suggested  by  the  organic  inclinations, 
aJid  habits,  and  urges  the  will  to  act  in  accordance  with 
that  end,  a  conflict  ensues  ;  and  duty  consists  in  follow- 
ing the  right  end  "as  a  principle  or  law  which  ought  to  be 
followed,  but  which  can  be  followed  only  by  constraining 
the  inclinations,  by  snubbing  and  coercing  them''  This 
conception  of  duty  agrees  with  its  radical  meaning  : 
"duty  suggests  what  is  due,  a  debt  to  be  paid  ;  obliga- 
tion implies  being  bound  to  something — as  we   speak  of 

'bounden  duty' These  ideas  suggest   there 

is  something  required,  exacted,  having  the  sanction  of 
law,  or  a  regular  and  regulative  principle  ;  and  imply 
natural  aversion  to  the  requirements  exacted,  a  pre- 
ference for  something  else.  Hence  duty  as  a  conscious 
factor  means  constraint  of  inclination  ;  an  unwillingness 
or  reluctance  which  should  be  overcome  but  which  it  is 
difficult  to  surmount  requiring  an  effort  which  only 
adequate  recognition  of  the  rightful  supremacy  of  the 
dutiful  end  will  enable  one  to  put  forth.  (  Profs,  Dewey 
and  Tufts,  Ethics,  p.  339  ). 

II.    The  sphere  of  Duty  :— We  have  found  that 
the  source  of  the  sense  of  duty   is  the  conflict   between 
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the  higher  and  the  lower  selves — between  reason  and 
inclinations  whether  natural  or  habitual.  This  being  the 
case,  only  the  human  beings  -have  duties  ;  and  other 
beings,  lower  or  higher,  have  no  duties.  The  lower 
animals  which  are  prompted  to  actions  only  by  sensa- 
tions and  instincts  have  no  such  conflict,  and  therefore 
no  sense  of  duty.  Similarly,  the  liberated  souls,  in 
whom  reason  and .  inclinations  have  been  completely 
harmonised  and  consequently  the  conflict  between  them 
has  altogether  ceased  to  exist  ;  and  God,  who  is  a 
perfectly  realised  being,  whose  activities  are  perfectly 
rational, — in  whom  reason  is  an  impulse  and  conse- 
quently any  conflict  between  reason  and  impulse  has 
eternally  ceased  to  exist,  are  above  duties.  Some  main- 
tain that  the  children  also  have  no  duties.  But  this  is 
not  true.  The  children  are  not  certainly  above  morality, 
i.  e.  above  the  consciousness  of  right  and  wrong.  In  as 
far  as  they  are  conscious  of  what  is  just  and  what  is 
unjust,  there  must  be  a  conflict  in  their  mind  ;  and  they, 
therefore,  must  be  under  duties.  The  phrase  "above 
duties"  does  not,  of  course,  imply  that  the  beings  so 
qualified  are  no  longer  under  the  moral  law.  What  it 
really  means  is  that  the  conflict  between  the  law  and 
impulse  has  totally  ceased  to  exist  in  them  ;  but  they 
are  still  guided  by  the  law  and  accomodate  their  acti- 
vities to  the  law  as  spontaneously  as  the  lower  animals 
do  theirs  to  impulses  or  sensations.  Kant  has,  therefore, 
truly  said  :  "A  perfectly  good  will  would  be  equally 
subject  to  objective  (  i.  e.  moral )  law,  but  could  not  be 
conceived  as  obliged   thereby  to  act   lawfully 
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Ought  is  here  out  of  place,  because  volition  is  already 
of  itself  necessarily  in  unison  with  the  law."  Professor, 
Janet  maintains  a  similar  view  :  "Unquestionably  the 
term  duty  is  unsuitable  for  expressing  a  law  which  the 
divine  nature  follows  spontaneously,  without  any  con- 
straint ;  since  God  can  desire  only  what  is  good." 
(  Theory  of  Morals,  p.  229  ).  It  is  now  manifest  that 
the  sphere  of  duty  is  co-extensive  with  the  human  life 
in  as  far  as  that  life  feels  the  conflict  between  the  higher 
or  rational  self  and  the  lower  or  passional  self  ;  and  it 
transcends  the  sphere  of  duty  when  it  passes  to  a  state 
wherein   such  a  conflict  ceases  altogether  to  exist. 

III.  Tlie  authority  of  Duty  :— As  we  have 
found,  the  consciousness  of  duty  arises  when  the  self 
as  a  whole  claims  to  regulate  the  partial  self  of  desires 
and  inclinations.  Hence  the  authority  of  duty  is  the 
authority  of  the  total  self  over  the  inclinations  and 
habits.  ''A  duty,  in  Kant's  words,  is  a  categorical 
imperative — it  claims  the  absolute  right  of  way  as 
against  immediate  inclination."  The  claim  of  duty  is 
thus  the  claim  of  the  ideal  over  the  actual.  (  See  also 
Bk.  II,  Chap.  VII — Eudaemonistic  view  ). 

IV.  The  social  character  of  Duties  :— So 
far  we  have  dealt  with  duty  only  on  its  formal  or 
abstract  side.  What  we  actually  possess  and  what 
claim  to  regulate  habits  and  inclinations  are  the  parti- 
cular concrete  duties.  We  have  found  in  the  last  chapter 
that  there  is  a  perfect  correspondence  between  the 
rights  and  duties  j  that  is,  each  right  has  an  obligation 
or  duty  corresponding  to  it.    This  correspondence  does 
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not,  of  course,  imply  that  the  duties  arise  from  the 
rights,  or  vice  versa.  Both  the  rights  and  duties  are 
based  upon  the  supreme  end  of  human  JMe  ;  the  former 
are  essential  means  to  the  latter.  As  Prof.  Janet  has 
observed  :  "I  do  not  admit  either  that  duty  is  based 
upon  right,  or  that  right  is  based  upon  Duty.  But  duty 
and  right  are  established  at  the  same  time,  in  the  same 
act,  by  the  same  principle,  the  principle  of  the  essential 
perfection  of  the  hViman  being — in  a  word,  upon  the 
Dignity  of  man,  on  which  I  am  not  at  liberty  to 
Infringe,  either  in  myself  or  in  another."  (  Theory  of 
Morals,  p.  219  ).  But  duties  do  not  arise  merely  in 
connection  with  the  rights.  They  arise  also  in  connec- 
tion with  the  social  institutions  and  all  the  relationships 
into  which  men  enter  by  their  actions.  As  Prof.  Dewey 
observes  :  the  concrete  duties  grow  "out  of  the  social 
position  or  function  of  the  agent,  out  of  a  course  of 
action  to  which  he  is  committed  by  a  regular,  socially 
established  connection  between  himself  and  others^  No 
doubt,  every  duty  thus  arising  has  a  corresponding  right, 
as  every  right  recognised  and  secured  by  society  has  a 
corresponding  duty.  For  instance,  a  husband  or  a  parent 
has  peculiar  duties  by  virtue  of  his  peculiar  position  in  so- 
ciety. Similarly,  the  peculiar  position  of  a  doctor,  a  law- 
yer, a  merchant,  a  banker,  a  judge/  or  other  officer  of  the 
State,  determines  his  peculiar  duties.  In  this  way,  every 
relationship  into  which  a  man  enters,  every  position  into 
which  a  man  places  himself,  is  an  implicit  or  explicit 
contract  with  others ;  and  by  virtue  of  that  relationship  or 
-position  he  commits  himself  to  a  definite  line  of  action, 
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But  besides  the  relationships  and  positions  that  a 
man  voluntarily  enters  into  and  occupies  there  are  other 
more  permanei»t  and  far-reaching  relationships  and 
positions  in  which  he  finds  himself  placed  from  his  birth. 
Every  man.  is  born  as  an  integral  member  of  society  ; 
he  lives,  moves  and  has  his  being  in  it.  Hence  the 
modes  of  action  that  are  required  by  these  original  and 
acquired  relationships  and  positions  express  and  realise 
his  nature  more  truly  than  the  habits  and  inclinations 
do.  We  have  said  before  that  duty  consists  in  choosing 
the  supreme  end  of  life  as  suggested  by  reason  if! 
preference  to  the  end  as  suggested  by  the  habits  and 
inclinations.  We  now  say  that  duty  consists  in  the 
socially  established  modes  of  actions,  i.  e.  modes  of 
action  that  are  required  by  our  special  relationships  and 
positions  in  society.  But  there  is  no  real  inconsistepcy 
between  these  two  assertions.  The  supreme  end  of 
human  life  is  also  the  supreme  end  of  society — the 
Summum  Bonum  is  personal,  i.  e.  the  good  for  all  is 
also  the  good  for  each.  Therefore,  the  duties  that  are 
socially  determined,  that  arise  in  connection  with  the 
social  institutions  and  relationships,  are  the  only  duties 
that  we  are  required  to  perform,  unless  and  until  they 
are  found  to  be  completely  inconsistent  -with  the 
supreme  end  of  life. 

But  these  two  standpoints  from  which  we  can  view 
the  nature  of  duties,  when  regarded  each  as  sufiScient 
by  itself,  give  rise  to  two  distinct  theories  with  regard 
to  the  ultimate  foundation  of  duties.     So  that  we  shall 
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next  consider  these  theories  and  suggest  a  third  which 
will  reconcile  them. 

•  V.  The  source  of  Duties  or  moral  Obli- 
gations :—  ( I)  The  Bigoristic  View  :— Kant's 
view  with  regard  to  the  ultimate  source  of  duty  is  based 
upon  his  view  about  the  constitution  of  man.  Man  has 
a  dual  constitution — a  rational  and  a  sensuous  nature — 
a  higher  and  a  lower  self — a  self  of  reason  and  of  appe- 
tite. His  sensuous  nature  or  appetite  supplies  ends 
which  are  particular,  immediate,  and  have  reference  only 
to  his  personal  pleasure  or  happiness.  His  higher  or 
rational  nature  supplies  ends  that  are  universal,  more  or 
less  remote,  and  have  reference  to  the  universal  Good. 
These  two  classes  of  ends  conflict  with  one  another  for 
supremacy  in  order  to  motivate  actions.  But  the  prin- 
ciple of  reason  unconditionally  demands  that  the  appe- 
tites should  be  expelled  or  at  least  checked,  and  their 
claim  to  determine  actions  should  be  absolutely  denied. 
Man's  dut)'  consists,  therefore,  in  resisting-  the  natural 
solicitations  of  the  appetites  and  "accepting  the  duty  of 
acting  from  reverence  for  duty."  Every  action  may  be 
performed  from  two  opposite  motives.  For  instance, 
both  a  prudent  and  an  honest  dealer  will  not  overcharge 
an  inexperiened  purchaser  ;  but  the  former  will  do  so 
from  a  selfish  motive  and  the  latter  from  a  disinterested 
one.  Externally  viewed,  the  former's  action  will,  no 
doubt,  be  "in  accordance  with  duty"  but  not  "from 
duty"  ;  the  one  will  be  expedient,  whereas  the  other 
right.  Therefore,  according  to  Kant,  actions  performed 
"from  duty'',   i.e.  "with,  recognition   of  its  authority  as 
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their  animating  spring",  only  have  moral  import.  "The 
idea  of  good  and  evil  (  in  their  moral  sense  )  must  not 
be  determined  before  the  moral  law,  but  only  after.it 
and  by  means  of  it."  (  Kant,  Theory  of  Ethics,  Abbott's 
translation,  p.  154  ).  This  moral  law  which  should  sup- 
ply the  true  motive  of  all  right  actions  comes,  therefore, 
not  from  the  sensuous  or  appetitive  self,  but  from  the 
higher  or  rational  self  ;  duty  and  its  authority  must 
spring  from  reason  itself  ;  and  all  right  action  must  be 
performed  "from  duty  for  duty's  sake." 

Dr.  Martineau,  one  of  the  greatest  intuitiouists,  ex- 
plains the  origin  of  duty  in  a  different  way.  The  consci- 
ousness of  duty  arises  in  connection  with  the  conflict, 
not  of  reason  and  inclinations,  but  of  the  springs  of  ac- 
tion ;  and  duty  consists  in  choosing  the  higher  in  pre- 
ference to  the  lower,  their  superiority  and  inferiority 
being  determined  by  conscience,  a  unique  and  inexpli- 
cable faculty,  at  the  time  of  their  conflict.  Now,  if  it 
is  asked  how  do  we  know  that  our  duty  consists  in 
choosing  the  higher  and  rejecting  the  lower  spring  of 
action,  the  reply,  according  to  him,  will  be  that  our  duty 
lies  in  the  choice  of  that  spring  of  action  which  has  the 
higher  moral  worth  in  preference  to  that  which  has  the 
lower.    Thus  conscience  is  the  basis  of  the  law  of  duty. 

Thus  according  to  both  Kant  and  Dr.  Martineau  the 
essential  condition  of  the  consciousness  of  duty  is  the 
consciousness  of  a  conflict  between  a  higher  and  a  lower. 
But  they  differ  in  regard  to  the  nature  of  the  condition- 
ing principles.  With  Kant  the  conflict  exists  between 
reason  and  inclinations  ;    while  with  Dr.  Martineau  it 
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exists  between   two  or  more  inclinations  or  springs  of 
action.    The  difference  is  fundamental. 

Criticism  : — The  merit  of  Kant's  view  is  that  it 
points  out  that  the  law  of  duty  can  be  deduced  from 
the  law  of  reason  only.  But  its  main  defect  lies  in  the 
fact  that  it  separates  reason  from  inclination — the  higher 
self  from  the  lower,  thus  cutting  human  nature  into  parts 
which  are  absolutely  unconnected  and  therefore  lie  side 
by  side  without  any  possibility  of  interaction.  Such  a 
crude  conception  of  human  nature  is  emphatically  con- 
demned by  modern  psychology.  The  consequence  of 
this  crude  view  is  that  the  conflict  between  the  parts  is 
ever-lasting  and  any  reconciliation  is  impossible.  Kant, 
therefore,  advises  us  to  suppress  and  expel  the  inclina- 
tions, and  guide  our  life  by  the  law  of  reason,  if  we  want 
peace  and  moral  salvation.  It  is  pure  asceticism  which 
enjoins  us  to  develop  one  side  of  our  nature  and  suppress 
the  other.  This  is  equivalent  to  making  reason  itself 
an  abstraction  and  therefore,  a  non-entity  ;  or  rather 
destroying  both  reason  and  inclinations.  The  truth  is, 
human  nature  is  an  organic  synthesis  of  reason  and 
inclination  ;  in  it  reason  works  out  its  realisation  in 
and  through  inclination  ;  it  is  neither  simply  rational 
nor  simply  sensuous  :  the  concrete  nature  of  man 
is  a  living  organism  in  which  all  the  great  variet)' 
of  elements  is  unified  into  a  coherent  system  ;  our 
conscious  life  is  continuous  and  unitary.  Such  is  the 
testimony  of  modern  psychology.  The  reason  as  con- 
ceived by  Kant  being  formal,  the  law  of  duty  that  is 
deduced  from  it,  is  likewise  formal,  i.  e.  it  is  that  which 
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cannot  explain  the  concrete  facts  of  our  moral  life.  (  For 
further  criticism  of  Kant's  doctrine  see  Bk.  II,  Chap.  I, 
Moral  Reason  ). 

The  conscience  as  conceived  by  Dr.  Martineau  is 
equally  formal.  It  is  a  unique  and  inexplicable  faculty 
having  no  organic  relation  to  the  self — it  is  something 
over  and  above  the  self — it  is  something  superadded  to 
the  self ;  but  is  not  necessarily  related  to  man*s  will 
and  character  ;  it  is  the  organ  of  God  in  man  :  it  is 
therefore  something  external  to  the  self,  so  that  the  law 
of  duty  deducible  from  it  is  likewise  external.  This 
being  the  case,  our  obedience  to  such  an  external  law 
will  not  constitute  morality,  for  morality  consists  in  free 
obedience  to  a  self-imposed  law.  (  For  further  criticism 
see  book  II,  Chap  I,  General  Review  of  Intuitionism  ). 

(2)  Hedonistic  view  : — The  egoistic  hedonists 
repudiate  the  very  word  duty.  As  every  man  naturally 
and  spontaneously  seeks  his  pleasure  and  therefore 
follow  that  desire  which  brings  pleasure,  it  is  useless  and 
even  absurd  to  tell  him  that  he  ought  to  satisfy  that 
desire,  that  it  is  his  duty  to  act  in  accordance  with  that 
desire.  Where  there  is  no  freedom,  but  only  necessity, 
there  cannot  be  any  morality.  If  man  is  merely  a 
sentient  animal,  it  is  absurd  to  regard  him,  as  to  regard 
any  lower  animal,  as  having  a  sense  of  morality  and 
duty.  To  obviate  these  inconsequences  of  Egoism,  the 
utilitarians  maintain  that  though  man  naturally  follows 
the  pleasant  desires,  that  though  the  natural  end  of  his 
actions  is  always  the  attainment  of  his  personal  pleasure 
and  the  avoidance  of  his  personal  pain,  yet,   the   moral 


MORAL   PHILOSOPHY.  59 

«re(i  of  his  actions  should  always  be  the  attainment  of 
universal  pleasure — the  production  of  pleasure  in  others. 
Thus,  according  to  them,  there  are  two  ends  of  action, — 
personal  pleasure  and  universal  pleasure.  The  latter  is 
superior  to  the  former,  and  shozild  always  prevail  when 
there  is  a  conflict  between  them.  The  sense  of  duty 
arises  in  connection  with  this  conflict  ;  and  duty  con- 
sists in  constraining  the  individual  end  when  it  seeks 
supremacy,  in  order  to  let  the  universal  end  have  its 
way.  But  man  is  not  naturally  prone  to  surrender  the 
former  to  the  latter, — to  sacrifice  his  own  pleasure  to 
the  pleasure  of  others.  The  antagonism  between  these 
two  classes  of  end  exists  from  the  beginning.  How  is, 
then,  any  reconciliation  between  them  possible  ?  How 
can  there  be  any  possibility  of  the  selfish  end,  giving 
way  to  the  altruistic  end  at  the  time  of  their  conflict  ? 
The  utilitarians  do  not  recognise  the  existence  of  any 
higher  principle  in  human  nature  for  their  guidance  and 
reconciliation.  They,  therefore,  resort  to  some  exter- 
nal forces,  and  suppose  that  they  are  the  only  agencies 
which  reconcile  and  are  capable  of  reconciling  these 
antagonistic  ends,  i.  e.  of  making  "him  find  his  personal 
pleasure  in  that  which  conduces  to  the  general  welfare." 
These  external  agencies  are  called  by  them  "sanctions" . 
"Tliese  influences  are  the  expectations  and  demands  of 
others  so  far  as  they  attach  consequences  in  the  way  of 
punishment,  of  suffering,  and  of  reward  and  pleasure, 
to  the  deeds  of  an  individual."  •  That  is  to  say,  when 
his  natural  inclination  prompts  him  to  seek  his  personal 
pleasure  these  external  influences  check  it  by  threaten- 


6o  MORAL   PHILOSOPHY. 

ing  him  With  the  infliction  of  greater  pain  and  when  his 
natural  aversion  impels  him  to  avoid  a  certain  personal 
pain,  they  check  it  by  holding  to  him  the  hope  of  a 
reward  of  greater  pleasure.  "In  such  cases,  we  have 
the  fact  of  duty  or  obligation.  There  is  constraint  of 
first  inclination  through  recognition  of  superior  power, 
this  power  being  asserted  in  its  expressly  declared  inten- 
tion of  rewarding  and  penalizing  according  as  its  pres- 
criptions are  or  are  not  followed."  (  Profs.  Dewey  and 
Tufts,  Ethics,  p.  353  ). 

Bentham  prefers  the  word  'sanctions"  to  the  word 
duty  ;  and  explains  the  consciousness  of  moral  obliga- 
tion or  duty  in  the  way  described  above.  For  a  full 
account  of  his  doctrine  see  Book  II,  pp.  58 — 60. 

Dr.  Bain  agrees  with  Bentham  in  as  far  as  the  basis 
of  his  theory  is  concerned.  He  observes  :  "The  proper 
meaning,  or  import,  of  the  terms  (  duty,  obligation  ) 
refers  to  that  class  of  action  which  is  enforced  by  the 
sanction  of  punishment."  (  Efnotmis  and  Will,  p.  286). 
But  he  differs  from  Bentham  in  laying  emphasis  more 
on  the  "gradual  and  subtle  processes  of  family  education 
than  on  the  "political  legislation  and  the  force  of  vague 
public  opinion".  For  a  full  account  of  his  doctrine  see 
Book  I,  pp.  153—54. 

Herbert  Spencer,  like  Bentham,  lays  emphasis  on  the 
controlling  influences  of  the  sanctions  ;  but  lays  more 
stress  on  the  internal  changes  produced  by  the  constant 
subjection  to  those  pressures  throughout  the  whole  period 
of  human  evolution.  For  a  full  account  of  his  doctrine 
see  Book  II,  pp.  loi — 109. 
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Criticism  :— The  merit  of  the  above  theory  is  this: 
"The  utilitarian  account  of  the  development  of  the  cons- 
ciousness of  duty  or  its  emphasis  upon  concrete  facts  of 
social  arrangements  and  education  affords  a  much-needed 
supplement  to  the  empty  and  abstract  formalism  of  Kant, 
(i)  The  individual  is  certainly  brought  to  his  actual  recog- 
nition of  specific  duties  and  to  his  consciousness  of  obli- 
gation or  moral  law  in  general  through  social  influences. 
Bain  insists  more  upon  the  family  training  and  discipline 
of  its  immature  members  ;  Bentham  and  Spencer  more 
upon  the  general  institutional  conditions,  or  the  organi- 
zation of  government,  law.  judicial  procedure,  crystallized 
custom,  and  public  opinion.  In  reality,  these  two  con- 
ditions imply  and  re-inforce  each  other.  It  is  through 
the  school  of  the  family,  for  the  most  part,  that  the 
meaning  of  the  requirements  of  the  larger  and  more  per- 
manent institutions  are  brought  home  to  the  individual  ; 
while,  on  the  other  hand,  the  family  derives  the  aims 
and  values  which  it  enforces  upon  the  attention  of  its 
individual  members  mainly  from  the  larger  societ:-  in 
which  it  finds  its  own  setting.  M)  The  later  utilitariani- 
sm, in  its  insistence  upon  an  'internal  sanction',  upon 
the  ideal  personal,  or  free  facsimile  of  public  authority, 
upon  reward  for  'intrinsic  consequences',  corrects  the 
weak  point  in  Bentham  (  who  relies  so  unduly  upon 
mere  threat  of  punishment  and  mere  fear  of  pain  )  and 
approximates  in  practical  effect,  though  not  in  theory, 
Kant's  doctrine  of  the  connection  of  duty  with  the  ra- 
tional or  'larger'  self  which  is  social,  even  if  individual." 
But,   "even  in  its   revised  version   utilitarianism  did  not 
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wholly  escape  from  the  rigid  unreal  separation  between 
the  selfhood  of  the  agent  and  his  social  surroundings 
forced  upon  it  by  its  hedonistic  psychology."  (  Ibid, 
pp.  360—61  ■. 

The  main  defect  of  the  theory  lies  in  the  erroneous 
supposition  that  human  n|^ture  is  purely  sentient  and  does 
not,  therefore,  contain  any  higher  principle  to  reconcile 
the  selfish  and  altruistic  ends.  Hence  its  attempt  to 
resort  to  external  influences  called  by  them  "sanctions.'' 
For  the  criticism  of  this  doctrine  of  "sanctions"  see  Book 
II,  pp.  55—69  )■ 

(3)  liadSBlllOllistic  view  : — We  have  found  above 
that  both  the  rigorislic  and  the  hedonistic  theories  have 
failed  to  account  for  the  true  foundation  of  dut}'.  Kant 
has  erred  in  holding  that  the  ultimate  foundation  of  duty 
is  the  formal  self  which  is  absolutely  antagonistic  to  the 
inclinations  and  habits,  thus  making  the  principle  of  duty 
itself  formal  and  empty,  i.  e.  incapable  of  explaining  the 
concrete  moral  life.  Hedonism,  on  the  other  hand,  has 
erred  in  maintaining  that  the  real  sources  of  duty  are  some 
external  influences called"sanctions" which  have  no  organic 
relation  to  the  self,  thus  reducingduty  or  moral  obligation 
to  merely  external  "coercion'',  and  "ought''  to  "is"  or 
■  "must".  The  truth  lies  in  the  reconciliation  of  these 
two  theories,  which,  wlien  examined  closely,  are  found 
to  represent  only  two  sides  of  the  same  thing.  The 
real  source  of  duty  is  the  Ideal  or  Rational  self  of  man 
which  works  out  its  realisation,  or  strives  to  regain  its 
perfection  by  controlling  and  harmonising  the  natural  in- 
cilnations  with  itself,  and  thereby  to  make  the  imperfect, 
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disharmonious  and  self-Inconsistent  human  nature  gradu- 
ally perfect,  harmonious  and  self-consistent.  Again,  the 
physical  nature  and  society  are  not  absolutely  foreign  to 
the  human  nature.  The  latter  is  a  part  and  parcel  of 
the  former.  The  same  Ideal  or  Rational  Self  works  in 
both.  Thus,  though  the  principles  of  duty  emanate 
from  the  Ideal  Self,  they  cannot  be  fully  acted  upon  in 
actual  conduct  unless  and  until  the  natural  inclinations 
and  habits  which  oppose  them  are  gradually  controlled 
and  harmonised  with  them  by  the  influences  of  society 
and  family  education.*  Without  such  education  and 
influences  our  moral  life  will  remain  barren  and  stagnant. 
They  are,  therefore,  essential  aids  to  its  development. 
But  this  development  like  any  other  development  con- 
sists in  a  conflict  between  the  higher  and  the  lower, 
between  the  ideal  and  the  actual,  between  the  supreme 
end  of  our  life  as  suggested  by  reason  and  the  particular 
and  immediate  ends  as  suggested  by  the  inclinations 
and  habits  ;  and  in  the  gradual  subordination  of  the 
latter  to  the  former.  Thus  the  conflict  in  which  the 
sense  of  duty  originates  is  a  necessary  accompaniment 
of  a  growing  self.  Hence  Spencer's  assertion  that  "the 
sense  of  obligation  diminishes  as  the  moralisation  in- 
creases" is  true,  if  true  at  all,  of  only  "an  exhausted  and 
fossilized  self"-  which  is  not,  at  least,  the  human  self.  So 
long  as  the  self  remains  human,  there  must  be  a  conflict 
between  the  actual  and  the  ideal — the  actually  realised 
stage  of  the  self  and  its  goal.  To  keep  this  struggle 
alive  is  therefore  one  of  the  fundamental  coditions  of 
moral    development.     The   life  where  there  is  no  such 
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conflict  or  struggle  is  either  a  brutish  or  a  divine  life.  And 
this  struggle  is  kept  largely  by  the  social  influences  and 
family  education.  As  Prof.  Dewey  truly  observes  : 
"The  value  of  continually  having  to  meet  the  expectations 
and  requirements  of  others  is  in  keeping  the  agent  from 
resting  on  his  oars,  from,  falling  back  on  habits  already 
formed  as  if  they  were  final.  The  phenomena  of  duty 
in  all  their  forms  are  thus  phenomena  attendant  upon 
the  expansion  of  ends  and  the  reconstruction  of  charac- 
ter." 

VI.  The  Duty  and  Duties  : — To  avoid  misun- 
derstanding we  should  carefully  remember  the  distinction 
between  the  supreme  duty  and  the  particular,  concrete 
duties.  In  reality  there  is  only  one  duty  ;  it  is  the 
absolute  and  ultimate  duty — the  duty  "to  realise  the 
rational  self  of  both  an  individual  and  others — the 
duty  "to  seek  the  absolutely  desirable,  the  ideal  of  huma- 
nity, the  fulfilment  of  man's  vocations."  But,  yet,  we 
speak  of  ourselves  as  having  particular  concrete  duties, 
particular  rules  or  laws  for  the  guidance  of  our  conduct, 
particular  definite  commandments  to  be  obeyed.  What 
is  the  relation  between  this  absolute  duty  and  the  par- 
ticular duties  ?  The  absolute  duty  points  out  supreme 
end  or  good  of  our  life  and  imperatively  commands  us 
to  realise  it  ;  but  does  not  directly  and  definitely  tell  us 
how  that  end  can  be  realised  ;  what  are  the  means 
essential  to  its  realisation.  The  particular  duties  have 
been  found,  according  to  the  hitherto  experience  of  men, 
to  be  those  essential  means.  So  that  the  observance  of 
these   particular    duties   is   as    unconditionally    binding 
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upon  lis  as  "the  purseiit  of  the  end  to  which  this  obser- 
vance is  a  means,  so  long  as  it  is  such  a  means''  In  all 
societies  the  important  concrete  duties  are  usually- 
expressed  in  the  form  of  definite  rules  or  laws  called  the 
moral  laws,  OT  in  the  iorm  of  commandments,  such,  for 
instance,  as  the  ten  commandments  of  the  Old  Testa- 
ment. With  these  necessary  remarks  we  now  proceed 
to  deal  with  the  concrete  duties. 

VII.  The  classification  of  Duties  : — From 
the  relation  between  the  rights  and  the  duties  considered 
in  the  last  chapter  it  is  obvious  that  the  classification  of 
the  duties  will  correspond  to  that  of  the  rights.  So  that 
we  shall  classify  duties  in  the  following  way. 

A.  The  Indi/idual  Duties  :— (n  The  Phy- 
sical Duties  : — Corresponding  to  the  three  physical 
rights,  viz.  the  rights  to  life,  limb  and  property,  we  have 
three  physical  duties,  viz.  the  respects  for  life,  limb  and 
property. 

{a)  Respect  for  life  : — The  duty  called  respect 
for  life  arises  in  connection  with  the  right  of  life.  This 
duty  is  expressed  in  the  form  of  a  commandment — 
"Thou  shall  not  kill".  The  scope  of  this  commandment 
is  much  more  comprehensive  than  what  it  appears  to  be 
at  first  sight.  It  does  not  mean  merely  that  we  should 
maintain  simply  passive  abstinence  from  destroying 
other's  life.  It  includes  also  abstinence  from  any  kind 
of  action  that  may  possively  injure,  in  any  way,  the 
physical  well-being  of  others.  For  instance,  the  insuffi- 
cient feeding  of  the  persons  under  our  care,  the  unjust 
control  of  the  sale  or  other   kind  of  distribution  of  things 
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necessary  for  the  physical  well-bei^,  any  action  which 
affects  the  health  of  others,  will  also  fall  within  the  scope 
of  this  commandment.  It  includes  also  the  care  of  our 
own  life,  and  the  abstinence  from  anything  that  may 
possibly  injure  it.  Though  this  commandment  is  usually 
expressed  in  a  negative  form,  it  may  be  expressed  also 
in  a  positive  form.  "Thou  ^shalt  not  kill"  is  equivalent 
to  "  Thou  shalt preserve  or  respect  lif^' .  In  its  negative 
form  it  simply  enjoins  us  that  we  should  not  commit 
murder,  or  do  anything  that  may  likely  injure  the  life  of 
ourselves  as  well  as  of  others.  In  its  positive  form  it 
enjoins  that  we  should  save  the  life  of  ourselves  and  of 
others  when  in  danger  of  being  destroyed,  and  do  all 
that  is  necessary  for  its  preservation  as  far  as  lies  in  our 
power.  This  is  one  of  the  fundamental  duties,  because 
preservation  of  life»is  a  necessary  condition  of  the  reali- 
sation of 'the  rational  self, — of  the  fulfilment  of  man's 
vocation  as  a  inoral  being. 

Though  at  first  sight  this  commandment  appears  to 
be  absolutely  uncompromising,  it  is  not  really  without 
any  exceptions.  We  have  found  in  the  last  chapter  that 
martyrdom,  legitimate  and  inevitable  war,  capital  punish- 
ment in  extreme  cases,  are  the  instances  of  such  excep- 
tions. Here  we  shall  consider  another  point,  viz. .  the 
case  of  suicide.  At  the  outset  we  should  distinguish  two 
kinds  of  suicide  :  suicide  committed  for  a  narrow, 
ignoble,  sefish  end,  and  suicide  committed  for  a  broad, 
noble,  altruistic  end.  The  latter  is  usually  called  mar- 
tyrdom and  is  justifiable  for  reasons  described  in  the  last 
chapter  ;  the  former  is  suicide  in  its  ordinary   sense   and 


MORAL   PHILOSOPHY.  67 

is  to  be  considered  here.  Is  it  justifiable  ?  Some  writers 
think  that  it  is  justifiable  in  some  exceptional  cases, 
while  others  condemn  it  unreservedly.  We  shall  consider 
these  two  views  before  we  draw  our  own  conclusion. 

(i)  In  ancient  times  the  Stoics  and  the  Epicureans 
defended  the  moral  possibility  of  suicide.  They  regarded 
the  freedom  of  man  to  destroy  life  when  it  has  no  longer' 
any  value  as  his  prerogative.  Many  distinguished  men 
used  their  freedom  for  that  purpose.  "The  liberal  philo- 
sophy of  modern  times  shows  the  same  general  tendency." 
In  his  essay  on  suicide  Hume  describes  the  circumstan- 
ces in  which  suicide  may  be  justified.  ,  His  argument 
may  be  summarised  as  fotJows  :  By  suicide  we  do  not 
violate  our  duty  either  to  God,  or  to  our  neighbours,  or 
to  ourselves.  It  is  not  a  violation  of  our  duty  to  God, 
because,  if  it  were  really  so  simply  for  the  reason  that  it 
would  violate  His  law,  the  preservation  of  life  also  would 
be  such  a  violation.  If  we  transgress  the  law  of  God  by 
killing  ourselves,  we  also  transgress  His  law  by  turning 
the  natural  course  of  a  stone  which  is  falling  upon  our 
head.  If  it  is'  said  that  the  natural  tendency  of  our 
nature  is  not  to  destroy,  but  to  preserve  ourselves,  one 
may  reply  :  if  I  do  not  feel  such  a  tendency  at  the  time 
of  suicide,  as  every  suicide  really  does,  it  is  a  sufficient 
proof  that  I  am  no  longer  required  by  God  to  preserve 
my  life.  Nor  is  it  a  violation  of  our  duty  to  our  neigh- 
bours and  to  ourselves  :  a  man  "who  is  not  bound  to 
life  by  social  ties  of  any  sort,  who  has  neither  wife  nor 
family,  who  is  'without  friends,  money,  trade,  or  the 
hope  of  acquiring  them'  is  really  a  burden   upon    them  ; 
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SO  that  lie  will  not  injure  anybody,  will  do  no  wrong,  if 
he  lays  down  the  burden  and  thereby  cuts  short  his 
miseries.  On  the  contrary,  that  will  be  the  only  way 
in  which  he  can  be  useful  to  society  and  set  "an  exam- 
ple oF  how  every  one  has  the  power  of  freeing  himself 
from  misery." 

Dr.  Paulsen  observes  :  ''Indeed,  I  do  not  believe 
that  we  must  necessarily  regard  self-preservation  as  a 
duty,  and  voluntary  death  as  a  violation  of  duty."  Then, 
after  defending  martyrdom  or  sacrifice  of  life  for  the 
good  of  society,  he  proceeds  to  remark  :  "But  even 
when  a  man  commits  suicide  in  order  to  leave  a  life 
that  has  become  intolerable,  I  have  not  the  courage 
absolutely  to  condemn  the  act.  When  a  man  who  has 
met  with  reverses  or  has  been  disappointed  gives  up 
like  a  coward,  leaving  his  family  in  misery  and  want, 
we  have  a  right  to  judge  him  harshly.  But  when  a  man 
can  no  longer  endure  a  hopeless  and  painful  malady, 
when  he  feels  that  every  body  is  tired  of  him  and  would 
be  materially  benifited  by  iiis  going,  the  impartial  judge 
will  view  the  case  differently.  True,  we  say  :  it  is 
grand  and  ennobling  for  a  person  to  bear  great  suffer- 
ings in  patience  ;  we  admire  the  hero  in  his  suffering  as 
much  as  the  hero  in  battle.  But  heroism  is  not  a  duty, 
it  is  meritorious  to  be  a  hero,  but  it  is  human  not  to  be 
one.  We  cannot  withhold  our  sympathy  from  one  who 
sinks  beneath  his  load,  or  forget  the  word  of  charity  : 
'He  that  is  without  sin  let  him  cast  a  stone.'  If  a  man 
says.  Suicide  is  suicide^  and  as  such  reprehensible,  we 
cannot  argue  with  him  ;  his  own  feelings  will  contradict 
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him  in  the  given  case."  "It  is  usuall)'  said  that  suicide 
is  the  result  of  cowardice.  Cases  undoubtedly  occur  in 
which  this  is  so.  A  man  without  the  power  to  act  and 
to  suffer  meets  with  a  misfortune  ;  he  loses  his  head 
and  sees  no  otlier  escape  but  the  rope,  while  a  brave 
and  energetic  man  would  have  overcome  the  difficulty 
with  patience,  and  would  have  begun  life  anew.'' 
"But  there  is  suicide  that  is  committed  after  careful 
deliberation  and  with  courage,  as  in  the  case  of  Themis- 
tocles.  This  class  of  the  suicide  would  scarcely  listen 
to  the  'statements  such  as  are  found  in  Schopenhauer 
or  the  Neo-Platonists,  that  flight  from  life  is  flight  from 
suffering  ;  that  suffering,  however,  is  the  necessary 
means  of  deliverance  from  the  will-to  live.'  They  will 
perhaps  answer  :  'We  are  so  free  from  the  will  to  live 
that  we  are  about  to  leave  life,  wiihouL  feeling  the  sligh- 
test desire  to  renew   it." "Nevertheless,  I  do 

not  think  that  the  condemnation  of  suicide  is  utterly 
groundless.  If  we  consider,  not  the  exceptions,  but  the 
rule,  we  must  regard  suicide  as  an  act  by  which  the 
suicide  himself  condemns  his  entire  life  :  it  is,  as  a  rule, 
the  ignoble  end  of  an  ignoble  life.  The  wages  of  sin  is 
death  ;  the  words  of  the  apostle  are  surely  applicable  to 
self-destruction.  There  are  exceptions,  perhaps  numer- 
ous exceptions,  but  they  do  not  disprove  the  rule.  The 
popular  judgment  is  the  result  of  experience  :  Suicide 
is  the  natural  conclusion  of  a  sinful  life.''  After  con- 
sidering the  statistics  of  suicide  committed  in  different 
countries,  lie,  then,  goes  on  :  "we  observe  that  suicide, 
as  a  rule,  marks  the  end  of  a  mentally,   bodily,   moralh', 
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economically,  or  socially  deranged  life Thus 

suicide  is  a  symptom   and    criterion  of  morally-diseased 
conditions."    (  Ethics,  pp.  588—91  ). 

Criticism  : — Most  of  the  above  argument  are 
based  upon  the'  consideration  of  the  extraneous  circum- 
stances of  the  suicide.  We  are  to  consider  here  the 
moral  posibility  of  suicide  ;  and  in  considering  this  we 
should  cosider  whether  by  suicide  we  violate  any  of 
our  duties,  and  ultimately  the  supreme  duty,  viz.  the 
realisation  of  the  supreme  good  of  life.  So  that  if  there 
is  any  consideration  on  which  we  can  base  our  view 
about  the  moral  possibility  of  suicide,  it  is  the  considera- 
tion as  to  whether  the  destruction  of  life  realises  that 
good  better  than  its  preservation  even  under  circum- 
stances most  painful  and  intolerable  to  the  suicide.  To 
decide  that  we  should  take  into  cosiderdtion  the  nature 
of  the  supreme  good.  We  have  found  in  the  sixth 
chapter  of  Book,  II,  that  the  supreme  good  of  man  is 
the  universal  Good — it  is  the  good  for  each  and  for  all  ; 
and  this  is  so  because  man  is  an  integral  part  of  the 
universe.  Again,  further  cosiderations  examined  in  the 
first  chapter  of  this  Rook  have  conclusively  proved  that 
a  man  is  an  essential  unit  in  the  social  whole — an  in- 
separable limb  in  the  social  organism,  so  that  the  social 
good  is  his  own  good,  and  vice  versa.  It  is  therefore 
difficult  to  understand  how  a  man's  activitj'  called  sui- 
cide may  be  soley  determined  by  considerations  which 
are  entirely  selfish,  i.  e.  have  no  reference  either  to  the 
well-being  of  society  or  that  of  the  universe.  A  man, 
who  cuts  short  his  life  simply  to  release  himself  from 
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miseries,  however  intolerable  they  may  be,  acts  simply 
from  selfish  motive.  It  may  be  his  interests  to  lay 
down  the  burden  of  life,  but  after  all  it  is  purely 
and  simply  a  selfish  interest.  And  an  action  done 
from  selfish  motive  may  be  prudent,  but  certainly 
not  moral.  Egoistic  hedonism  is  absurd  on  the  very 
face  of  it,  if  morality  be  a  fact.  Hume  argues  that  sui- 
cide does  not  transgress  any  duty  either  to  God,  or 
society,  or  ourselves.  What  are  these  duties  ?  To  as- 
certain them  we  must  understand  the  true  nature  of  the 
human  self ;  and  we  have  found  that  it  is  organically 
related  to  society  and  God.  Hume's  whole  argument 
is  based  upon  his  hedonistic  view  of  human  nature  that 
it  is  purely  sentient  ;  that,  therefore,  the  supreme  good 
for  man  is  the  attainment  of  sensuous  pleasure  and  the 
avoidance  of  sensuous  pain  ;  that  a  man  is  absolutely 
self-centred  and  therefore  his  relation  to  society  is  purely 
accidental.  Such  being  the  case,  suicide  which  liberates 
him  from  intolerable  pain  and  does  not  materially  affect 
his  connection  with  society  which  is  purely  accidental 
and  can  be  severed  at  will,  must  be  regarded  right  and 
justifiable.  We  have  already  proved  the  error  of  hedo- 
nistic view  ;  ail's  need  not  trouble  ourselves  with  it  any 
more.  Hume's  another  curious  argument  is  that  as  no 
one  thinks  it  a  disturbance  of  the  course  of  nature  and 
therefore  a  violation  of  the  law  of  God,  if  he  turns  aside 
a  stone  that  is  falling  upon  his  head,  so  none  should 
consider  so,  if  he  turns  "a  few  ounces  of  blood  from  their 
natural  course."  But  there  is  a  cosiderable  difference 
between  these  two  cases.     In  the   former,   interference 


72  MORAL   PHILOSOPHY. 

with  one  law  of  nature  is  necessitated  by  the  operation 
of  a  counter  law  of  nature,  viz.  the  natural  instinct  of 
self-presfervation  which  has  been  proved  to  be  a  univer- 
sal law  by  the  Biologists  ;  but  in  the  latter,  interference 
with  a  law  of  nature  is  necessitated,  not  by  the  presence; 
of  a  counter  law,  but  of  a  temporary  feeling, — a  tempo- 
rary desire  for  release  from  intolerable  pain.  Again,  in 
the  former,  interference  does  not  do  any  harm  to  nature  ; 
for  action  and  counteraction  among  the  forces  of  nature 
are  the  fumdamental  conditions  of  the  very  existence 
and  development  of  nature  ;  while  in  the  latter,  inter- 
ference does  a  positive  and  serious  harm  to  nature  ;  it 
stops  the  operation  of  a  universal  law  for  the  satisfaction 
of  a  particular  temporary  desire  ;  it  is  the  sacrificing  of 
the  univarsal  to  the  particular,  which  is  unnatural  :  the 
former  interference  is  in  accordance  with  the  law  of 
nature,  while  the  latter  is  a  violation  of  it. 

Dr.  Paulsen  has  not  fared  better.  In'  as  far  as  he 
defends  that  kind  of  suicide  which  is  most  urgently 
needed  for  the  good  of  society  or  the  universe,  I  agree 
with  him.  His  defence  of  that  kind  of  suicide  which 
needed  for  liberation  from  intolerable  private  miseries. 
&c.  is  as  untenable  as  Hume's.  He  himself  admits  that 
suicide  is,  as  a  rule,  "the  ignoble  end  of  an  ignoble  life  ; 
that  suicide,  as  a  rule,  marks  the  end  of  a  mentally, 
bodily,  morally,  economically,  or  socially  deranged  life"  ; 
and  thai,  "thus,  suicide  is  a  symptom  and  criterion  of 
morally-diseased  conditions.''  These  expressions  evi- 
dently si)ow  that  suicide  becomes  possible  for  a  man 
only  when  he  loses  all  higher   aim   of  life  and   all  faith 
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in  the  moral  order  and  in  God.  As  Dr,  D'  Arcy  truly 
observes  :  "It  seems  to  be  a  fairly  well  established  fact 
that  nothing  drives  the  unfortunate  to  suicide  so  much, 
as  loss  of  faith  in^  god.  While  a  real  faith  in,  God 
remains,  life  has  a  sanctit}',  a  value,  which  no  misforr 
tune,  or  separation  from  society,  can  destroy." 

(ii  Prof.  Muirhead,  Dr.  D'  Arcy  and  others  coun- 
tenance a  view  which  is  diametrically  opposite  to  that 
of  Hume  and  Dr,  Paulsen.  The  defenders  of  suicide 
constantly  urge  the  arguments  tiiat  when  a  man  loses 
all  "social  ties"  that  bind  him  to  life,  such  as  his  wife 
and  family,  friends,  money,  trade  or  the  hope  of  getting 
them,  he  is  morally  justified  in  putting  an  end  to  his 
life  which  has  become  "to  all  appearance  emptied  of 
social  significance"  ;  for  "in  parting  with  his  life,  he  is 
merely  parting  with  his  own  ;  if  there  is  a  duty  in  the 
matter,  it  is  merely  a  duty  to  himself  ;  there  is  no  duty 
to  society,  and  therefore  society  has  no  right  to  inter- 
fere with  what  is  strictly  his  own  affair."  In  refutation 
of  such  arguments  Prof.  Muirhead  remarks  :  "no  man 
has  a  right  to  take  his  life,  because  no  man  has  a  life  of 
his  own  to  take.  His  life  has  been  given  him,  and  has 
been  made  all  that  is  by  society.  He  cannot  morally 
part  with  it  without  consent  of  a  society  which  is  joint 
owner  with  him  in  it.  He  carries  on  his  life  as  a  joint 
concern  :  he  cannot  dissolve  the  partnership  without 
the  consent  of  his  partner  in  it.  Perhaps  in  the  case 
selected  society  may  have  shamefully  neglected  its 
parts.  So  far  society  is  wrong,  and  is  responsible  for 
the  state  to  which  matters  have  come,  but  this  does  not 
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absolve  the  individual  from  his   duty   to   society.     Two 
wrongs  do  not  make  a  right."     But  we  may   go    further 
and  observe,  as  Prof.    Muirhead  does,   that  the  human 
self  is,   in   truth,   "the  reflection   of  a  moral   order"   of 
which  the  social  order  is  only   an   individualisatiou.    As 
Dr.  D'  Arcy  puts  it  :   "the   one  conception   which   can 
imply  the  good  by  identifying  personal  good  with   com- 
mon good  is  the   conception  of  a  transcendent  principle 
of  unity  forming  a  bond   of  Union   among  all   persons. 
Such  a  transcendent  principle  is  the  ultimate  presupposi- 
tion implied  in  the  possibility  of  a  universe   of  personal 
beings.     It  is,  then,  because  man  must  seek   the   source 
of  his  being  and  his  connection  with  his   fellows   in  his 
relation  with  God,   that   all   goods   must  be  identified. 
The  good  of  each  man  is  the  good  of  every  man,  because 
all  are  one  in  God.     Here   is   the   true   answer  to  the 
argument  for  suicide.     No  matter  how  separate  a  man's 
interests  may  seem  to  be  from  society,   they   cannot  be 
separated  from  God.    The   life   of  the   man   is  not  his 
own,  not  because  it  is  society's,  but  because  it  is  God's  ; 
or  rather,    it   is  society's    because  it   is   first    God's." 
(  Ethics,  p.  124  ). 

Conclusions  : — In  fact,  there  is  no  real  distinc- 
tion between  the  view  I  have  put  forth  in  the  criticism 
of  the  view  of  Hume  and  Dr.  Paulsen,  and  that  of 
Profi  Muirhead  and  Dr.  D'  Arcy.  The  real  refutation 
of  the  argument  for  suicide  consists  undoubtedly  in 
showing  that  a  man's  life  is  an  integral  part  of  the 
social  and  divine  life,  and  therefore  indissolubly  bound 
up  with  the  latter  ;  that  this  indissoluble   bond   he   has 
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no  riglit  to  sever  at  his  will,  even  under  circumstances 
whicli  are  most  trying  and  hopeless  to  him.  Therefore 
suicide  must  be  condemned  whenever  it  is  committed 
from  any  egoistic  motive  however  strong  and  attractive 
it  may  be.  But  it  must  be  admitted  that  there  are  ins- 
tances in  which  suicide  must  be  thought  dignified  and 
morally  justified.  These  instances  are  those  in  which 
the  sacrifice  of  life  is  most  urgently  demanded  by  the 
well-being  of  society  or  the  universe.  Here  the  motive 
is  altruistic  or  universalistic  ;  a  smaller  and  narrower 
life  is  given  up  for  the  sake  of  a  larger  and  wider  life  ; 
here  destruction  of  life  brings  up  life — here  death  means 
a  wider  and  higher  life.  These  are  the  only  occasions 
on  which  a  man  must  die  to  live. 

(2)  The  Mental  Duties  :— (ai  Conespondhig 
to  the  right  to  freedom  of  thougiit  and  action  we  have 
the  duty  to  respect  other's  freedom  of  thought  and  action. 
It  forbids  us  to  interfere  with  the  free  expression  of 
another  man's  thought  and  with  his  free  activity  ;  or  in 
a  word  with  the  development  of  his  life,  save  in  so  far 
as  that  development  itself  requires  such  interference. 
But  this  commandment  does  not  enjoin  passive  absti- 
nence only  but  also  active  aid.  We  should  aid  others 
in  developing  their  intellectual,  moral  and  spiritual  life 
as  far  as  lies  in  our  power  by  giving  them  facilities  for 
free  speech,  free  communication  and  intercourse,  free 
writings  and  circulation  of  ideas,  free  religious  and 
intellectual  convictions,  free  worship,  free  education  and 
spiritual  nurture,  &c.  It  may  be  expressed  in  the  nega- 
tive form,  "Thou  shalt  not  interfere  with   another's  free- 
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afo»i"  ;  and  in  the  positive  form,  "Treat  every  human 
being  as  a  person,  never  as  a  mere  thing"  It,  therefore, 
forbids  slavery,  despotism,  exploitation,  prostitution, 
and  every  other  form  of  using  another  merely  as  a 
means  to  one's  own  ends.  This  duty  involves  also  absti- 
nence from  the  intereference  with  our  own  personal 
liberty,  and  enjoins  positive  effort  to  develop  our  intellec- 
tual, moral  and  spiritual  life.  So  that  we  cannot,  with- 
out violating  this  law,  make  ourselves  a  slave,  a  pro'sti- 
tutor,  or  put  ourselves  in  any  other  state  that  improperly 
limits  our  liberty  ;  and  make  ourselves  illiterate,  immoral 
and  irreligious,  or  shut  ourselves  from  intellectual,  moral 
and  religious  culture.  In  its  positive  form,  Prof.  Mac- 
kenzie has  called  this  commandment  respect  for  character. 
He  observes  :  ''of  course,  we  might  regard  this  principle 
as  simply  an  expression  of  the  negative  principle  of 
respect  for  freedom.  But  perhaps,  it  is  better  to  regard 
it  as  positive  :  for  when  we  thus  have  regard  for  the 
stage  of  development  in  which  any  one  stands,  we  shall 
be  led  not  merely  to  abstain  from  that  which  will  injure 
him,  but  also  to  do  that  which  will  help  him.  The 
simplest  way  of  summing  up  this  commandment  is 
perhaps  to  say  in  Hegel's  words,  "Be  a  person,  and 
respect  others  as  persons." 

B.  The  Social  Duties  : — As  the  social  rights  may 
be  divided  into  two  sub-classes,  the  civil  rights  and  the 
politi<ial  rights,  so  the  social  duties  may  be  split  up  into 
two,  the  Civil  Duties  and  the  Political  Duties, 

(I)  The  Ci7il  Duties  :— ia)The  first  command- 
ment under  this  head  is  respect  for  truth.     This   may   be 
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expressed  in  the  negative  form,  "  Thou  shall  not  lii\ 
Tills  rule  is  very  comprehensive,  and  includes  in  it  absti- 
nence from  all  kinds  of  lying  either  by  words  or  deeds. 
The  lying  by  words  has  two  applications.  In  the  first 
place,  it  signifies  that  our  actions  should  conform  to  our 
thoughts.  These  two  explanations  of  the  law  are  evi- 
dently distinct.  For  instance,  if  we  make  a  contract 
which  we  do  not  mean  to  observe,  we  lie  in  the  second 
sense,  because  here  our  words  do  not  conform  to  our 
thoughts  ;  but  not  necessarily  in  the  first  sense,  for  we 
may  afterwards  fulfil  it.  Again,  if  we  make  a  contract 
that  we  fail  to  observe,  we  lie  in  X\\&  first  sense,  but  not 
necessarily  in  the  second  sense,  because  we  might  have 
made  it  with  the  intention  of  fulfiling  it.  But  yet,  these 
two  meanings  are  related  to  each  other.  Our  actions  are 
embodiments  of  our  words,  and  our  words  are  embodi- 
ments of  our  thoughts.  So  that  normally  and  naturally 
these  three — thoughts,  words,  actions — should  conform 
to  one  another  ;  and  if  we  voluntarily  change  this  nor- 
mal and  natural  relation,  we  evidently  violate  a  duty. 
Therefore,  in  its  full  scope,  this  commandment  means  to 
forbid  us  to  make  our  thoughts,  words,  and  actions  in- 
consistent witli  one  another.  There  is,  however,  another 
kind  of  lying.  We  may  lie  also  by  our  deeds.  If  we  do 
something  in  such  a  way  as  to  show  that  we  mean  to  do 
something  else,  or  that  we  have  done  something  else, 
which  in  fact  we  neither  mean  to  do,  nor  have  done,  we 
lie  by  our  deeds.  The  duty.  Thou  shalt  not  lie,  may, 
therefore,  be  understood  fully  to  mean  "that  we  must 
always   so   speak   and    act   as   to   express  as  clearly  as 
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possible  what  we  believe  to  be  true,  or  what  we 
intend  to  perform  ;  and  that,  having  expressed  our 
meaning,  we  must  as  far  as  possible  conform  our  actions 
to  it." 

The  contract-duties  corresponding  to  thecontract- 
rights  fall  under  the  scope  of  this  commandment.  Con- 
tracts may  be  explicit  or  implicit  ;  bargaining  is  an 
instance  of  the  former  kind  and  buying  and  selling  of 
the  latter  kind,  of  contracts.  But,  whatever  may  be  the 
form  of  contract,  this  law  forbids  us  to  break  it.  Here 
an  important  question  suggests  itself  :  are  we  bound  to 
keep  even  those  contracts  which  are  unjust  or  immoral  ? 
Are  we  bound  to  keep  promises  to  help  others  in  murder, 
stealing,  &c,  or  contracts  by  which  we  make  ourselves  a 
slave,  a  despot,  a  prostitutor,  &c.  ?  The  answer  must  be 
in  the  negative.  For,  as  we  have  found  above,  a  duty  is 
a  duty,  i.  e.  binding  upon  us,  so  long  as  it  is  a  means  to 
the  supreme  end  of  life  ;  and  therefore  the  moment  it 
ceasese  to  be  such  it  ceases  also  to  be  a  duty.  The 
observance  of  an  immoral  promise  or  contract  ,is  also 
iriimoral,  because  it  obstructs  the  realisation  of  the 
supreme  end  ;  and  as  such  is  not  our  duty  at  all.  The 
respect  for  truth  does  not  imply  that  in  order  to  respect 
it  we  must  do  wrong  ;  one  duty  cannot  enjoin  us  to  do 
what  is  against  another  duty  ;  duties  being  essential 
means  to  the  same  end,  viz.  the  supreme  good  of  life, 
they  cannot  be  inconsistent  with  one  another.  We  shall 
further  deal  with  this  point  later  on. 

^b)  Corresponding  to  the  rights  attached  to  the 
permanent  votuntary  associations  we  have  rather  a  group 
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of  civil  duties  which  may  be  collectively  expressed  by 
the  phrase  respect  for  social  institutions  and  the  various 
forms  of  social  order.  These  duties  arise  out  of  our 
positions  and  relations  in  the  social  organism.  Thus, 
we  have  duties  arising  in  connection  with  the  family, 
partnerships,  corporations,  guilds,  trades,  unions,  chur- 
ches, schools,  colleges,  clubs,  &c.  Perhaps  the  most 
important  and  far-reaching  of  all  civil  duties  are  those 
which  arise  from  marriage.  This  collective  command- 
ment that  we  must  respect  the  social  order  forbids  us  to 
interfere  needlessly  with  any  established  social  institu- 
tion. In  its  positive  form  this  rule  enjoins  us  to  work 
for  its  development  and  reformation  if  there  be  any  need 
for  them.  Thus,  this  commandment,  like  every  other 
commandment,  is  not  absolute.  We  should  not  blindly 
follow  it.  No  doubt,  we  have  a  bounden-duty  to  respect 
and  protedt  the  social  order.  Being  a  living  organism 
it  requires  development,  progress  ;  progress  requires 
suitable  and  necessary  changes  ;  and  changes  mean 
reformation.  Hence  only  through  necessary  and  suitable 
reformation  the  social  organism  can  live,  thrive  and 
progress  towards  its  perfection.  Thus  we  find  that  we 
have  also  a  duty  to  help  on  this  progress  as  far  as  lies 
in  our  power.  Those,  who  like  to  see  society  in  a  state 
of  stagnation  and  degeneration,  or  think  that  "what  is, 
is  the  best,"  and  raise  a  hue  and  cry  against  every  kind 
of  reformation  however  needful,  are  the  real  enemies  to 
their  country. 

(c)  Corresponding  to  the  right  to  use  of  courts  there 
is  a  duty  which  enjoins  the  courts  or  "the  public  authority 
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having  general  and  final  jurisdiction"  to  decide  all  dis- 
putes with  regard  to  rights  strictly  in  accordance  with 
law  and  equity.  1 1  forbids  to  have  any  special  respect 
for  any  special  person,  race  or  nation  ;  and  enjoins  to 
regard  all  persons,  races  or  nations  as  perfectly  equal. 
We  also  have  a  duty  towards  the  courts  and  the  public 
authority.  We  should  respect  them  and  their  decision 
and  should  not  try  to  improperly  influence  it  in  order 
to  get  unjust  decision  in  our  favour. 

(2)  The  Political  Duties  :— The  political  rights 
give  rise  to  the  corresponding  political  duties.  On  the 
part  of  the  political  authorities  there  are  duties  which 
enjoin  them  to  confer  upon  the  subjects  "the  power  to  vote — 
either  to  vote  directly  upon  laws  or  to  vote  for  those  who 
make  and  carry  out  laws"  ;  to  make  only  those  laws 
which  will  give  the  people  political  freedom  and  facilities 
for  the  effective  development  of  their  capacities  "by 
fixing  the  social  conditions  of  their  exercise''  ;  to  see 
that  the  laws  are  strictly  and  impartially  carried  out  and 
the  people  are  ruled  justly  and  equitably.  The  political 
duties  which  direct  the  constituted  authorities  are 
numerous.  *  Hut  they  may  be  summed  up  in  a  single 
comprehensive  duty,  viz.  its  aim  should  always  be 
directed  to  the  well-being  of  the  people.  This  duty  is 
more  effectively  discharged  in  "a  democratically  regu- 
lated State"  than  in  a  State  wnich  is  "ordered  in  the 
interests  of  a  small  group,  or  of  a  special  class."  For 
these  reasons,  the  former  is  "the  social  counterpart  of 
the  development  of  a  comprehensive  and  common  good  ; 
morally,  it  is  the  effective  embodiment  of  the  moral 
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ideal  of  a  good  which  consists  in  the  development  of  all 
the  social  capacities  of  every  individual  member  of 
society."  On  our  part  also,  there  are  duties  which 
enjoin  us  to  "honour  the  king"  and  all  constituted  autho- 
rity ;  to  respect  or  abyde  by  the  law,  to  give  evidence, 
when  necessary,  in  order  to  get  those  who  infringe  the 
law  properly  punished  and  even  to  aid  the  authorities 
in  detecting  the  criminals,  if  such  aid  is  asked  for  and 
required. 

(c).  Other  classes  of  Duty  :— We  have  con- 
sidered the  duties  towards  ourselves  and  other  men 
living  under  the  same  social  order.  We  now  propose 
to  consider  the  other  classes  of  duty.  We  are  not  only 
members  of  a  particular  social  organisation,  but  also  of 
the  world-system  which  is  constituted  by  other  living 
things  and  beings  besides  ourselves.  We  are  related  to 
•them  ;  and  our  actions  affect  them  for  good  or  ill.  We 
have  thus  duties  towards  them.  These  duties  may  be 
arranged  under  three  heads  :  (i)  Dtity  to  the  lower  ani- 
mals and  other  living  things  as  plants,  &c.,  (2)  Dtcty  to 
Humanity,  (3)  Duty  to  God. 

(i)  Duty  to  plants  and  lower  animals  :  - 
We  should  not  unnecessarily  cut  or  injure  plants  and 
trees  ;  and  should  take  special  care  for  those  that  we 
ourselves  plant  for  .our  own  use ;  we  should  see  that  they 
get  heat,  light,  air,  water  and  sap  of  the  earth  sufiSciently 
for  their  nourishment  and  development.  We  do  not 
usually  think  that  we  have  any  duty  to  them.  But 
they  are  also  as  essential  parts  of  the  world-system  as 
we  are  ;  they  have  therefore  special  functions  in  that 
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system  to  fulfil.  Our  duty  is,  uot  only  to  interfere  . 
unnecessarily  with  the  fulfilment  of  those  functions,  but 
also  to  help  on  that  fulfilment.  But,  as  we  depend  upon 
the  plants  and  trees  for  our  food  and  therefore,  in  a 
sense,  for  our  life,  some  sort  of  interference  is  inevitable  ; 
but  this  being  necessitated  by  the  natural  needs  of  our 
life,  we  have  a  right  to  that  interference.  We  have  a 
similar  duty  to  the  lower  animals,  We  should  treat  them 
kindly  and  considerately.  We  should  take  special  care 
for  the  domestic  animals  and  look  to  their  wants  and 
comforts,  because  they  entirely  depend  upon  us.  When 
we  put  them  to  work,  we  should  see  that  they  are  not 
overworked  ;  and  as  long  as  they  remain  useful  to  us  we 
should  be  grateful  to  them.  When  they  become  diseased 
we  should  nurse  them  ;  and  when  become  completely 
unfit  for  work  we  should  not  neglect  or  drive  them  away. 
We  should  not  kill  or  deprive  any  animal  of  its  natural' 
liberty  simply  for  the  sake  of  our  own  private  pleasure  ; 
and  whether  we  are  justified  in  killing  any  in  order  .to  use 
its  flesh  as  food  is  a  delicate  question  which  cannot  be 
discussed  in  a  book  like  this.  But  it  should  be  remem- 
bered that  unless  and  until  it  is  proved  conclusively  that 
animal  flesh  is  indispensably  necessary  for  the  proper 
nourishment  of  our  body,  we  have  no  right  to  slay  any 
of  God's  creatures  for  that  purpose.     ■ 

(2)  Daty  to  H^imanity  :— This  duty  consists  in 
the  respect  for  the  progress  of  Humanity.  W^e  are  not 
merely  members  of  a  particular  society,  but  also  of 
Human  Brotherhood ;  and  as  such  we  have  a  duty  to 
work,  as  far  as   we   can,   for   the   advancement   of  that 
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Brothferhood.  We  may  express  this  duty,  as  Prof. 
Mackenzie  has  done,  in  the  form  of  a  commandment, 
"  Thou  shalt  labour,  within  thy  particular  province,  zvith 
all  thy  heart  and  with  all  thy  soul  and  with  all  thy 
strength  and  ivith  all  thy  mind"  Carlyle  expresses  this 
commandment  in  this  form  : — "Know  what  thou  canst 
work  at  ;  and  work  at  it,  hke  a  Hercules."  As  we  shall 
see,  this  duty  is  particularly  included  in  our  duty  toward 
God.  • 

(3)  Duty  to  God  :— We  showed  in  the  sixth 
chapter  of  Book  II  that  our  self  is  an  individualisation 
or  differentiation  of  the  Infinite  Self  or  God  ;  and  that, 
therefore,  our  relation  to  Him  is  one  of  the  parts  to  the 
whole.  Our  attitude,  then,  towards  Him  should  be  that 
of  the  worshiper  to  the  worshiped.  Hence  our  supreme 
duty  to  God  is  Worship.  What  is,  then.  Worship  ?  It 
is  briefly  defined  in  the  Upanishads  in  this  way  :  "ctftff'f 
fltffref^  ft5?^T2r58ii?itw  ri^qreTfl^'  i.e.  the  love  of  him  and 
the  performance  of  deeds  pleasant  to  Him  are  His 
worship.  Hence  our  duty  to  God  is  twofold  :  we  should 
love  him  ;  and  we  should  do  all  that  is  pleasant  to  Him. 
But,  as  we  cannot  love  Him  without  knowing  Him,  anfl 
we  cannot  love  Him  more  without  knowing  Him  more, 
our  love  of  Him  involves  our  knowledge  of  him,  and 
our  ever-increasing  love  of  Him  involves  our  ever-in- 
creasing knowledge  of  Him.  And  this  intellectual  love 
of  God  results  in  our  sincere  devotion  to  Him  and  to 
the  works  pleasant  to  Him.  Again,  the  works  pleasant 
to  Him  being  the  works  that  are  connected  with  the 
due  discharge  of  our  duties,  we  worship    Him    by   doing 
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our  duties — by  working  for  the  realisation  of  the  supreme 
Good  which  is  the  ultimate  sourc^  of  all  duties.  Still 
again,  where  there  is  true  love,  there  is  genuine  attempt 
at  reconciliation  and  union  ;  and  we  can  reconcile  our- 
selves to  God  and  unite  with  him  only  in  prayer  and 
meditation.  Thus  prayer  and  meditation  are  two  psychi- 
cal processes  by  which  we  can  show  our  genuine  love  of 
Him.  Furthermore,  the  love  of  God  involves  the  love 
of  His  creatures.  Hence,  "the  love  of  God  is  perhaps 
most  clearly  shown  by  faith  in  human  progress  ;  and 
faith  in  it  is  shown  most  clearly  by  devotion  to  it."  "All 
true  work  is  religion."     (  Carlyle  ). 

VIII.  Definite  and  indefinite,  perfect  and 
imperfect  Dmties  : — Some  writers  recognise  another 
kind  of  distinction  among  the  duties,  viz.  the  distinction 
of  definite  and  indefinite  duties.  The  definite  duties  are 
those  which  are  "strict  and  exact,  enjoining  themselves 
upon  the  agent  in  an  absolute  manner  without  leaving 
any  latitude  of  interpretation — such,  for  example,  as 
paying  a  debt,  restoring  things  intrusted  to  us,  not  killing 
any  one."  The  indefinite  duties  are  those  which,  "al- 
though obligatory  like  the  former,  necessarily  leave  the 
agent  considerable  freedom  of  interpretation  and  a  cer- 
tain latitude  in  execution.  For  example,  to  cultivate 
one's  mind  is  certainly  a  duty,"  but  it  is  not  definite, 
"how,  in  what  way,  or  up  to  what  point."  It  is  our  duty 
to  give  the  poor  our  superfluities  ;  but  it  is  difficult  to 
decide  the  question,  what  is  superfluous  ?  The  former 
class  of  duties  is  also  called  complete  duties,  and  is 
usually  regarded  as  negative  in  character,  i.  e.  "consisting 


MOkAL  PHlLOSOtHV.  85 

in  doing  no  evil"  ;  while  the  ktter,  also  called  incomplete, 
is  usually  regarded  as  positive,  i.  e.  "consisting  in  doing 
good."  The  former  is  definite,  because  it  absolutely 
forbids  doing  any  evil  which  can  be  definitely  deter- 
mined ;  whereas  the  latter  is  indefinite,  for  the  domain 
of  good  being  infinite,  there  is  no  definite  criterion  by 
which  its  limits  can  be  fixed  in  one  place  or  in  another. 
"Hence,  in  this  case,  the  rule  is,  so  far  as  possible.  In 
the  first,  on  the  contrary,  the  rule  is,  never,  not  at  all, 
not  to  the  slightest  extent.  Here  it  is  absolute  :  there 
it  is  relative.  This  come§,  as  we  see,  from  the  nature 
of  things."  (  Prof.  Janet,  Theory  of  Morals,  pp.190 — 
9t  \  Kant  calls  the  definite  duties  Duties  of  Perfect 
obligatioti,  and  the  indefinite  duties  Duties  of  Imperfect 
obligation.  Mill  places  the  first  under  the  head  of 
Justice,  and  makes  the  remarks  about  the  second  : 
"There  are  other  things,  on  the  contrary,  which  we 
wish  that  people  should  do,  which  we  like  or  admire 
them  for  doing,  but  yet  admit  that  Uiey  are  not  bound 
to  do  ;  it  is  not  a  case  of  moral  obligation."  (  Utilita- 
rianism, Chap.  V  ). 

Criticism  : — Superficially  considered,  this  distinc- 
tion appears  to  be  impbrlant  ;  but  when  we  examine 
the  duties  more  closely,  it  is  found  to  disappear,  (i)  Be- 
sides being  inconvenient  and  misleading  like  the  ex- 
pression "an  accomodating  conscience,"  the  expression 
"indefinite  duties"  is  inconsistent  with  the  very  nature 
of  duty.  We  have  found  above  that  the  particular 
duties  are  essential  modes  through  which  we  realise  the 
supreme  good  of  our  life,  and  as  such  are  strict  an^ 
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absolutely  obligatory  upoii  us.  The  very  conception 
of  duty  implies  strictness  and  unconditional  obligation. 
As  Prof.  Janet  has  truly  remarked  :  "A  duty  from 
which  one  can  release  one's  self  when  one  wishes,  and 
whose  fulfilment  one  can  defer  to  such  time  as  one 
pleases  ;  a  duty  which  one  fulfils  as  one  chooses,  at 
one's  own  time,   to  the   extent  one  sees  fit — all   this   is 

inconsistent  with  the  very  idea  of  Duty,    as   this 

is  generally  understood."  The  same  argument  can  be 
used  mutatis  mutandis  against  the  expression  "imperfect 
duties". 

(\\)  Not  only  so,  by  analysing  and  examining  the 
concrete  duties  we  find  that  the  error  of  this  distinction 
lies  in  our  attributing  to  essence  or  form  of  duty  what 
really  pertains  to  its  object  or  matter.  Or  in  other 
words,  this  distinction  is  founded,  not  upon  the  nature 
of  duty  itself,  but  upon  the  nature  of  the  object  with 
which  duty  is  connected.  For  example,  "if  the  object 
of  Duty  is  a  materiaf  object,  definite,  easily  distinguished 
from  one  another,  having  a  permanent  identity,  or  a 
strict  nominal  value''  ;  or  "if  it  is  a  thing  which  is 
susceptible  of  being  measured,  defined  or  determined," 
we  can  easily  ascertain,  with  prfecision  and  exactitude, 
what  the  corresponding  duty  will  be.  Hence  arises  the 
distinction  between  this  class  of  duties  and  the  other 
class  whose  objects  are  ill-defined,  more  or  less  change- 
able, and  incapable  of  easy  measurement.  Let  us  take 
some  illustrations.  If  I  deposit  one  hundred  rupees 
with  a  person,  it  is  his  duty  to  return  it.  Here  the 
duty  is  as  strict  and  definite  as  possible.     The  reason  is, 
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the  object  ( i.  e.  one  hundred  rupees )  of  the  duty  is 
perfectly  definite.  The  same  is  true  of  a  loan.  If  I 
lend  you  some  definite  thing,  it  is  your  duty  to  restore 
it  to  me.  Here  also  the  duly  is  strict  and  definite.  The 
dut}'  of  gratitude  is  also  a  strict  dul}^  like  legal  justice. 
Hut  it  is  indefinite  in  its  application.  I  have  benefited 
you  in  a  particular  way  :  you,  therefore,  owe  me  grati- 
tude. Hut  what  is  the  proper  way  in  which  you  should 
owe  it  ?  This  is  indeterminate,  depending  upon  the 
tact  and  conscience  of  each  individual.  Numerous  other 
illustrations  similar  to  these  may  be  adduced,  but  they 
are  sufficient  to  show  that  tlie  definiteness  or  indefinite- 
ness  of  duties  are  due,  not  to  the  nature  of  duties  them- 
selves, but  to  the  nature  of  their  objects.  We  can  also 
show  that  definite  duties  become  indefinite  and  indefinite 
duties  definite  when  their  circumstances  are  changed. 
Let  us  consider  one  illustration  :■  "The  duty  of  doing 
good  to  men  is  an, indefinite  dutj' ;  because  no  one 
can  determine  a  priori  the  when,  how,  or  how  much." 
But  it  becomes  definite  when  the  circumstances  become 
also  definite.  Suppose  a  rich  man  standing  before  a 
man  dying  of  hunger.  Can  you  say  that  his  duty  to 
help  the  latter  is  still  indefinite  ?  Certainly  not.  Here 
he  has  got  a  definite  dutj'  to  help  the  man  just  at  the 
time  in  a  definite  and  effective  manner.  These  conside- 
rations, then,  subvert  the  theory  that  there  is  a  hard 
and  fast  distinction  between  two  kinds  of  duties,  definite 
and  indefinite,  perfect  and  imperfect.  Take  some  illus- 
trations from  duties  to  ourselves.  The  not  to  destroy 
our  life  is  a  strict  and  definite  duty,  because  life,  which 
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is  the  object  of  duty,  is  a  definite  thing  which  is  sharply 
distinguished  from  death.  The  duty  not  to  injure  our 
own  health  is  also  a  strict  duty,  since  it  is  a  corollary  of 
the  preceding.  But  it  is  indefinite,  for  health  itself  is 
indefinite,  we  don't  know  precisely  what  health  is. 

It  is  sometimes  said  that  definite  duties  ^are  those 
that  correspond  to  the  recognised  rights  ;  and  that  the 
indefinite  duties  are  those  that  do  not  correspond  to  any 
recognised  rights.  Thus  abstinence  from  killing  or  ste- 
aling is  a  definite  duty,  because  it  corresponds  to  the 
recognised  right  of  life  or  property  ;  while  charity  is  an 
indefinite  duty,  for  there  is  no  such  recognised  right  as 
the  right  to  the  charity  of  others  to  which  it  corresponds. 
This  is  true  to  a  certain  extent,  but  not  perfectly.  What 
we  have  said  before  about  duties,  may  be  said  exactly 
about  the  rights  also.  The  rights,  like  duties,  are  some- 
times definite  and  sometimes  indefinite.  They  are  defi- 
nite, when  their  objects  are  definite,  and  indefinite  when 
their  objects  are  indefinite,  and  again,  with  the  change 
of  their  circumstances  they  change  their  character.  Hence 
we  conclude  that  the  distinction  of  duties  as  definite  and 
indefinite,  perfect  and  imperfect,  complete  and  incom- 
plete, though  useful  to  a  certain  extent,   is  not  absolute. 

(iii)  The  same  is  the  case  with  the  distinction  of 
duties  as  positive  and  negative.  It  is  said  that  the  posi- 
tive duties  are  those  which  consist  in  doing  good  ;  and 
that  the  negative  duties  are  those  which  consist  in 
doing  evil.  But  the  distinction  is  more  apparent  than 
real.  In  fact  almost  all  the  negative  duties  can  be  ex- 
pressed in  the  positive  form  and  the  positive  duties  in 
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the  negative  form.  Thus,  "  Thou  shalt  not  kill"  Cciii  h& 
expressed  in  the  positive  [orm,"  Thou  shall  preserve  life". ; 
"Thou  shall  not  steal",  in  the  positive  form,  "Thou  shalt 
preserve  propertv"  :  conversely,  the  positive  duties  may 
be  expressed  in  the  negative  form.  For  instance,  ''Be 
grateful"  may  be  expressed  as  "Do  not  be  selfish",  and 
so  on.  The  truth  is,  every  concrete  duty  has  two  sidesj 
positive  and  negative  ;  it  enjoins  to  do  something  and 
not  to  do  some  other  thing.'  Tlie  dutj^  whose  object  is 
Hfe,  enjoins  us  to  do  all  that  preserves  or  tends  to  pre- 
serve life,  and  also  not  to  destroy  it,  or  not  to  do  au)'- 
thing  which  tends  to  destroy  it.  Sometimes  its  positive 
side  is  expressed  and  sometimes  its  negative,  according 
as  the  one  or  the  other  is  prominent. 

IX.  My  Station  and  Its  Duties— Relative 
Duties  : — We  have  dealt  with  the  different  classes  of 
duties  in  a  way  as  if  they  were  independent  of  the  parti- 
cular circumstances  of  a  man.  We  have  found  tliat  there 
is  one  supreme  duty  or  law  which  bids  us  realise  tlie 
rational  self,  and  that  the  concrete  particular  duties  are 
mere  ?neans  through  which  we  can  fulfil  that  supreme 
duty.  Though  the  general  features  of  these  concrete 
duties  may  be  formulated  or  stated  in  the  form  of  gene- 
ral laws  or  commandments,  their  particular  features 
remain  \untouched  and  undescribed.  These  means  by 
which  we  can  attain  the  supreme  good  of  our  life  are 
unique  for  each  of  us,  because  each  of  us  is  a  unique  being 
whose  peculiar  circumstances,  positions  and  functions 
cannot  be  completely  replaced  by  those  of  any  other  man; 
As  Prof.  Mackenzie  truly  remarks  :    "Human   beings  dcj 
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not  drop  from  the  clouds.     Men  are  born  with  particular 
aptitudes   and  in   a  particular   environment  ;    and   they 
generally   find  their   sphere  of  activity   marked   out  for 
them,   within   pretty   narrow   limits.     They   find  them- 
selves fixed  in  a  particular  station,   helping  to  carry  for- 
ward a  general  system  of  life  ;  and  their  chief  duties  are 
connected  with   the  effective  execution   of  their  work." 
(  Manual,  p.  328  ).     Carlyle   emphasizes   the  same  prin- 
ciple when  he  says,''Do  the  duty  that  lies  nearest  thee*. 
Prof.     Bradley  has  dealt,  admirably,  with  this  aspect  of 
duties   in   his   Essay   on   "My  station   and   its   duties." 
(  Ethical   Studies,   Essay  V  ).    Thus,   the   duties  of  a 
ruler,   a  teacher,   a  state-officer,   a  lawyear,   a  judge,  a 
workman,  a  husband,  a  wife,  a  father,  a  mother,  a  child, 
&c.  are  different  from   those  of  men  who    belong  to  the 
opposite  categories.     Of  course,   there   are   some   com- 
mon duties   which  are  equally  binding   upon  all,   what- 
ever  may   be   their   vocation.     For    instance,   it  is  the 
duty  of  every  man  not  to  kill,  lie  or  steal.     These  com- 
mon duties   are   generally     formulated   in    ethics.     But 
there  are  numerous   other   duties   that   are   completely 
determined  by  the   peculiar  vocation  and  circumstances 
of  each  individual.    Thus  each  man  has   three  classes  of 
duty  :    the   supreme   duty    which  is  universal  and  abso- 
lute ;    the  duties  such  as  the  duties  of  not  killing,  lying, 
stealing,  &c.     which  are  general,  but  not  absolute  ;  and 
those  duties  which  are  strictly  particular,  because  relative 
to  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  each  individual.     Again, 
the  circumstances  of  a  man   change   from   time  to  time, 
4Rnd  so  do  the  duties   relative   to   them.     For  instance, 
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the  duties  of  a  man  alter,  at  least  to  a  certain  extent, 
when  he  becomes  a  husband  or  a  father  or  an  officer  of 
the  state,  &c.  We  thus  find  that  some  of  the  duties 
remain  more  or  less  permanent  throughout  the  life,  while 
others  change  from  time  to  time.  But,  yet,  the  last 
class  of  the  duties  are  the  prime  duties  inasmuch  as 
they  are  nearest  to  us  ;  we  are  directly  and  immediately 
concerned  with  them.  If  I  am  a  ruler,  my  prime  duty 
is  to  be  a  good  ruler  first  ;  if  I  am  a  citizen,  I  should  be 
a  good  citizen  first,  then  anything,  else,  and  so  on. 

X.  Conflict  of  Duties  : — The  phrase  is  appa- 
rently inconsistent  with  the  very  conception  of  duty. 
If  by  a  duty  is  meant  an  essential  means  by  which  the 
supreme  good  of  life  is  attained,  it  is  evident  that  that 
means  is  definite  in  a  particular  case  ;  and  thus  in  every 
case,  there  being  a  definite  duty,  it  is  impossible  that 
there  may  be  any  conflict  of  duties  at  all.  Yet,  we  find 
that  there  is  really  such  a  conflict.  What  is  its  cause  ? 
The  cause  seems  to  be  this  :  in  most  instances  the  duties 
are  expressed  in  the  form  of  commandments  or  laws 
which  appear  to  be  universal  and  absolute.  We  have 
found  that  except  the  one  supreme  duty  all  other  duties 
are  mere  means  and  as  such  cannot  be  absolute  and 
even  strictly,  universal.  If,  then,  we  make  these  sub- 
ordinate laws  universal  and  absolute,  they  must  come 
into  conflict.  Tliere  is  another  reason  :  the  laws,  which 
are  mere  generalisations  from  particular  instances,  must, 
by  their  very  nature,  be  abstract  and  getteral ;  they 
are  capable  of  explaining  only  the  common  features  of 
instances   of  particular  description  ;   but   they   cannot 
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explain  their  special  features,  features  by  which  they 
differ  from  one  another.  For  example,  tlie  law,  "Thou 
shalt  not  lie"  will  condemn  all  instances  that  have  the 
general  features  of  lying  ;  but  a  particular  instance  of 
lyiiig  may  contain  other  features  by  virtue  of  which 
its  nature  may  altogetlier  alter,  and  may,  therefore, 
not  fall  within  the  scope  of  the  law,  i.  e.  it  may  not  be 
an  instance  of  lying  at  all.  For  instance,  if  I  lie  to  a 
robber,  to  a  murderer,  to  an  enemy  with  arms  in  hand, 
I  shall  not  lie  at  all.  ,  though  my  act  ma)'  generally 
resemble  lying,  for  here  other  considerations  alter  the 
nature  of  the  act  and  bring  it  under  the  scope  of  another 
law,  viz.  "Thou  shalt  not  steal,"  or  "Thou  shall  not  kill".  In 
the  present  instance,  the  act  has  two  aspects,  the  aspect 
by  virtue  of  which  it  falls  under  the  scope  of  one  law, 
and  the  aspect  which  brings  it  under  the  scope  of  ano- 
ther law  ;  the  act  is  both  lying,  stealing  or  killing  at  the 
samelime.  Hence  arises  the  conflict.  (  For  further  dis- 
cussion of  this  point  see  BK.  I,  pp.  145-50  ).  Thus  we 
find  that  the  conflict  of  the  subordinate  moral  rules  is 
inevitable  so  long  as  we  apply  them  to  all  instances  of 
particular  description  without  fully  considering  all  their 
aspects. 

Casuistry  : — In  this  connection  we  shall  consider 
another  point.  The  inevitable  conflict  among  the  so- 
called  moral  laws  has  led  some  writers  to  an  attempt 
called  casuistry.  Casuistry  is  a^  effort  to  cxplam  the 
exact  meaning  of  the  moral  laws,  and  to  ascertain  'which 
of  them  should  yield  in  the  case  of  a  conflict.  It  is  called 
so  because  its  main   function  is  to  decide  cases  of  consci- 
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ence.  An  attempt  of  this  kind  more  or  less  explicit  is 
found  in  every  country.  Historically,  tile  word  is  assov 
eiated  with  the  teachings  of  the  Jesuits.  In  India  Jai- 
mini's  Mimangsa  Philosophy  is  an  attempt  of  that  kind. 
Prof.  Janet  has  devoted  a  full  chapter  to  this  subject 
in  his  Theory  of  M  orals,  where  h6  has  tried  to  defend 
it.  He  writes  thus  :  "An  eminent  moralisti  (  J;  Simon  ) 
has  said  that  moral  science  has  nothing  to  do  with, casu- 
istry, and  that  the  conscience  must  decide  in  each  spe- 
cial case.  But  if  we  were  to  apply  this  rule  strictly,  we 
should  condemn  not  merely  casuistry,  but  the  whole 
science  of  practical  morals  ;  for  every  question  of  morar 
lity  is  ultimately  a  case  of  conscience.  The  discussion 
of  suicide,  of  duelling,  of  homicide  for  self-defence — all 
these  and  a  thousand  other  qiteslions.  are  questions  in, 
casuistry.  Undoubtedly  it.  is  the  conscience  which  must 
be  the  ultimate  judge.  At  the  moment  o"f  the  act,  there 
is  rarely  time  in  which  to  appeal  to  casuistry  ;  yet  even 
at  this  last  moment  tiie  conscience  is  frequently  unde- 
cided, and  is  forced  to  consider  the  pfos  and  cons  as  a 
casuistry  would  do.  But,  in  order  that  it  may  decide  with 
clearness  and  authoriiy,  should,  it  not  have  been  previa 
ously  enlightened,  and  prepajred  to  judge,  by  a  general 
and  theoretical  discussion,  and  by  a  critical   comparison 

between  different  duties  ?     llie  whole  moral  pro-- 

greSB  of  society  has  been  merely  the  progressive  solution 
of  different  cases  of  conscience,  brought  about  lillleby 
little  by  the  progress  of  reason  and  the  development  of 
human  relations.  Tiiis  is  true  of  the  abolition  of  sla-- 
very,  of  human  sacrifices,   of  the  autoda-fe,  of  tlie  right 
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of  primogenitlire,  &c. '  Wtiat  are  we  discussing  to-day  ? 
Tlie  tight  of  iiiflictiiirf  the  death-penalty,  divorce,  com' 
puTsoty  education;  the  general  obligation  to  military 
dttty^  the  right  of  insurrection,  &c.  '■  Each  of  tliese  is  a 
ease  of  conscieiice."  (  Theory  of  Morals,  pp.  243 — 44  ). 
It  cannot  be  denied  that  there  is  some  force  in  the 
argument.,  fn  the  case  ofa  conflict,  the  only  way  by 
which  we  can  reconcile  the  conflicting  principles  is  theo- 
retical discussion.  Bat  too  much  discussion,  specially 
for  its  own  sake,  without  any  appeal  to  conscience,  begets 
sophistry  instead  of  a  healthy  moral  disposition.  As 
Prof.  Mackenzie  has  remarked  :  "casuistry  seeks  to  draw 
out  rules  for  breaking  the  rules — to  show  the  exact  cir- 
Gumsta;rices  in  which  we  are  entitled  to  violate  particular 

Commandments It  is  bad  enough  that  we  should 

require  particular  rules  of  conduct  at  all,  but  rules  for  the 
breaking  of  rules  would  be  quite  intolerable.  They 
would  become  so  complicated  that  it  would  be  impossible 
to  follow  them  out  ;  and  only  such  attempt  would  almost 
hievitably  lead  in  practice  to  a  system  by  which  men 
might  justify,  to  their  own  satisfaction,  any.  action  what- 
ever." (  Manual,  p.  322  ).  In  fact,  the  dangers  and 
evils  atttending  this  way  of  viewing  the  moral  life  are 
numerous.  The  most  important  of  them  are  these  : — (al 
I(s  general  tendency  is  "to  magnify  the  letter  of  morality 
at  the  expense  of  its  spirit.  "  It  inclines  us  to  pay  atten- 
tion more  upon  the  literal  conformity  of  an  act  with  a 
rule  than  upon  its  positive  goodness,  the  disposition  of 
the  agent  forming  its  spirit,  or  the  unique  circumstances 
^hat  contribute   its   matter.     The  consequence  is  that  its 
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scope  is  narrowed  and  its  depth  lessened.  "It  tempts 
some  to  hunt  for  that  classification  of  their  act  which 
will  make  it  the  most  convenient  or  profitable  for 
themselves."  "With  others,  this  regard  for  the  letter 
makes  conduct  formal  and  pedantic.  It  gives  rise  to  a 
rigid  and  hard  type  of  character  illustrated  among  the 
Pharisees  of  olden  and  the  Puritans  of  modern  times — 
the  moral  schemes  of  both  classes  being  strongly  impreg- 
nated with  the  notion  of  fixed  moral  rules."  (  Profs. 
Dewey  and  Tufts,  Ethics,  pp.  327 — 28  ).  (b)  It  takes  a 
legal  view  of  conduct.  As  in  the  legal  view  our  conduct 
is  regulated  by  externally  imposed  rules  and  injunctions, 
so  in  the  casuistrical  view,  "conduct  is  regulated  through 
specific  injunctions  and  prohibitions  :  Do  this,  Do  not 
do  that."  (c)  "Probably  the  worst  evil  of  this  moral  sys- 
tem is  that  it  tends  to  deprive  moral  life  of  freedom  and 
spontaneity  and  to  reduce  it  to  a  more  or  less  anxious 
and  servile  conformity  to  externally  imposed  rules. 
Obedience  as  loyalty  to  principle  is  a  good,  but  this 
scheme  practically  makes  it  the  only  good  and  conceives 
it  not  as  loyalty  to  ideals,  but  as  conformity  to  com- 
mands.  All  systems   which   emphasize   the   letter 

more  than  the  spirit,  legal  consequences  more  than  vital 
motives,  put  the  individual  under  the  weight  of  external 
authority.  They  lead  to  the  kind  of  conduct  described 
by  St.  Paul  as  under  the  law,  not  in  the  spirit,  with  its 
constant  attendant  weight  of  anxiety,  uncertain  struggle, 
and  impending  doom."  (  Ibid,  pp.  328 — 29  ).  Therefore 
we  should  say  in  the  words  of  Prof.  Mackenzie  that 
"the  way  to  escape  from  the  limitations  of  the  command- 
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meiTts,  is  not  to  make  other  coramandmeiits  more  minute 
and  subtle,  but  rather  to  fall  back  upon  the  great  funda- 
mental law,  of  which  the  particular  commandments  are 
but  fragmentary  aspects." 


Chapter  iv. 

The  Virtues. 

I.  ^afiy  aij.d  yir^we  :^In  the  chapter  before 
t^  last  w,e  baye  sbp,\yi|  tjiat  there  is  a  general  corrps- 
P,9pcjence  be'wgen  right  and  dplV,  and  tli^t  every  right 
gjygS  rise  t,o  a  4c'ijf>Ie  f>bljgatioq  p  <Juty,  yp,  thjp  indiyj- 
dgi|,l  p9S,^s^ng  the  right  |i|s  ^  du^y  tp  exercise  it  jjrq^ 
perly,  anjj  fh^  .others  li^ye  a  duty  ,to  respect  it.  In  the 
la^t  cjiapter  tljg  clapific^J^ion  of  duties  showed  that  there 
ar^  SQQje  ^yf?^^  ^yh^ch  ,do  not  apparently  correspond  to 
any  rights  ;  pur  duties  to  plants  f  nd  lower  animals  can- 
pot  be  gji^i^  tohjiveany  cor^espcndence  to  any  riights 
pp^iegsed  Jl^y  th^^,  i/  by  ^  right  is  nieant  a  moral  power 
o^  plaim  f,eiCPgiuse^  and  secured  to  the  individual  by 
sppifjty  a^id  ^n^orqed  ,a,t  jl^^w.  The  same  ma}'  be  said  of 
q\ff  duties  ^ow'^^r,^  QR^-  '^'gl'ts  and  duties  are  relative 
tp  hiijiian  fjondljt^Qus  a^d  are  essential  means  to  the 
sup|i;erae  etf^  pf  hujnan  Jiff^  :  therefore  beings  which  are 
t|elow  qr  abpvp  Ihat  ^evel  .have  neither  rights  nor  duties. 
Xh^s  the  regions  of  ^riglxt  fi^i^d  d.uty  are  not  co-extensiye. 
^i^,th^.ca^^e  is  quite 4;e verse  wit,h  duty  and  virtue.  Their 
{^9vjinc^s  fire  ^splutjely  co-eXitjensiye.  We  cannot  ccjii- 
(jjijys  of ,^  djUly  vvhicji  dpe^  ,not  ^iye  rise  to  a  vir,tye  ; 
por.^fa  virljUe  vyliich  ip  ,i^Qt  jthe  effect  of  the  constant 
Ijjlfilrn^j^tpf  a^^Hty.  T^iuly  ,^nd  virtue  are  two  sides  qf 
the, same  .t|)irg.  jPiHy  is  thp  exteriial  expressipn  of  a 
gQQ^  qjiargcjttr,   yf)^\]Q   yjrtue.i?  inlerpal    habit  of  its  ex- 

13 
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pression.  Duty  is,  thus,  direct  ly  connected  with  overt 
act,  the  external  expression  of  character  $  virtue  is  the 
habit  of  a  good  will,  tlie  internal  expression  of  character. 
From  this  the  relations  of  duty,  virtue  and  character  are 
obvious.  Duty  is  the  activity  to  realise  the  supreme 
•  end  or  attain  the  supreme  good  of  life  ;  virtue  is  the 
habit  produced  by  the  constant  fulfilment  of  duty  ;  and 
character  is  the  complex  group  of  sucli  habits.  Character 
is  usually  defined  as  a  set  of  good  habits  of  will  or  acti- 
vity ;  each  virtue  is  such  a  good  habit.  Again,  each 
good  habit  of  will  or  activity  is  the  product  of  constantly 
acting  to  attain  the  supreme  good,  i.  e.  of  the  constant 
fulfilment  of  a  duty.  Thus  duty,  virtue,  and  character 
are  interrelated.  a 

The  definition  of  virtue  stated  above  agrees  with 
that  given  by  most  of  the  ethical  writers.  Prof.  Mack- 
enzie says  :  "The  term  is  employed  to  denote  a  good 
habit,  of  character,  as  distinguished  from  a  Duty,  which 
denotes  rather  some  particular  kind  of  action  that  we 
ought  tq  perform.  Thus  a  man  does  his  Duty  ;  but  he 
possesses  a  virtue,  is  virtuous.''  Prof.  Dewey  writes 
similarly  :  "'I'he  habits  of  character  whose  effect  is  to 
sustain  and  spread  the  rational  or  common  good  are  vir- 
tues ;  the  traits  of  character  which  have  the  opposite 
effect  are  vices."  According  to  Prof.  Muirhead  virtue 
is  "the  quality  of  character  that  fits  for  the  discharge  of 
duty.''  "Virtues  may  be  defined,"  says  Prof.  Paulsen, 
«'as  habits  of  the  will  and  modes  of  conduct  which  tend 
to  promote  the  welfare  of  individual  and  collective  life.'' 
Aristotle  also  defined  virtue  as  a  habit  ;    but  he  went 
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further  and  obsei  v^ed  liat  virtue  is  a  habit  of  choice  of 
the  mean  betwet  n  twn  extremes — excess  and  defect. 
But  it  should  be  re  larkt  d  in  this  connection  that  though 
Aristotle's  maxim  is  certainly  a  practical  rule  and  satis- 
factory in  many  instances,  it  should  not  be  regarded  as 
the  true  definition  of  virtue. 

Thus  it  is  generally  admitted  that  virtue  is  a  good 
habit  of  will ;  but  in  what  sense  virtue  is  a  habit  ? 
As  Dr.  D'Arcy  observes  :  "though  virtue  is  a  habit,  it 
is  not  habit  in  the  sense  in  which  skill  is  habit.  Though 
virtue  is  the  fitness  of  man  to  attain  his  proper  end,  it  is 
not  mere  capacity,  even  though  that  capacity  be  the 
result  of  past  conduct.  And  with  this  common  sense 
agrees.  The  virtuous  man  is  not  the  man  who  can  be 
good  when  he  likes,  he  is  the  man  who  is  good,  i.  e.  wlio 

rfoes  good.    Virtue  is  activity Virtue,  then,  in  the 

fullest  and  most  exact  sense  of  the  term,  is  the  virtuous 
will  in  action,  and,  in  this  sense,  virtue  is  only  another 
name  for  the  "good  will'*.  It  is  the  good  will  generali- 
sed. And  this  is  the  only  sense  in  which  virtue  can  be 
said  to  be  good  in  itself.  Here  virtue  is  quality  of  cha- 
racter ',  but  it  is  character  as  dyuartiical,  or  in  action." 
(  Short  Study  of  Ethics,  p.  172  ).  Similar  are  the  obser- 
vations made  by  Prof.  Janet  :  "We  should  not  under- 
stand habit  to  mean  a  mechanical  routine,  in  which  the 
soul  itself,  by  subjecting  itself  to  an  exterior  rule  of  dis- 
cipline, would  lose  consciousness  of  what  it  was  doing. 
We  must  not  forget  the  maxim  :  'The  letter  killeth,  but 
the  spirit  maketh  alive'.  It  is  by  the  spirit  that  we 
must  be  virtuous,  not  merely  by  actions.    Thus  it  is  not 
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an  exterior  habit,  but  an  internal  anii  moral IVabit.wliTcu 
is  seated  in   the  will   and  in  the   heart."    ( Theory  of 

ior^s,R,4i3).  H  v:  .li.  ,  '  V        <    .. 

II.    Virtue  and  Wisdoni  : — We  sliouVd  consi- 
der  another  important  definition   of  virtue.     Socrates 
and  Plato  held  that  "  Viritie  is  wisdom,  and  vice  is  ignor- 
ance".   This  definition  is  apparently   incfonsTsteiit   with 
that  given  above.      We  have   defined  Vii  tue  as  a  good 
habit,  and  vice  as  a   bad  habit,   of  action  or  will  ;   tiiey 
define  virtue  as  a  knovvledg  ;  of  t  le  good,  and  vTce  as  an 
^norance  of  it.     Of  course   they   did   not   meaii  to  say 
tha't  "it  is  necesary   to   think   correctly   iii  oifder  to  act 
well".    The  real  meaning  of  tliis  definition  is  tuat  know- 
ledge  cannot  be   separate^   from   action,   for  if  a  iVi'an 
really  knows  the  good,  he  knows  also  that  it  is  his  iiiter- 
est  to  do  it  and   consequently  lie  cannot  biit  "cliobse'it. 
"The   will   cannot   go   against   reason,  and   when  "it  is 
enlightened  it  always   makes   for   the  good.     Us  weak- 
nesses  and  faults   are  nothing  but   errors  of  the  intelli- 
gence."    Tliese  conclusions   follow  from  anoflier  princi- 
ple/viz.  that  the.  general  good  aifi  the 'iiiterests  offtie 
individual  are   always  coincide'ik.    "t"dr,'tlie'gdod"is^iiei- 
ther  pleasure  nor  anj  finite  afl(i  particular  object,   siich, 
for  instance,   as  honour,  wealth,  &c.  'which 'pFeases'lhe 
individual   temporarily   and  accidentally.      "^It  is  "that 
which  is  esteemed  by  all  nien   without   exception,  "that 
which  all  men   agree  in  proclaiinin'g   fair  and  good,  "and 
which  is  so  in  feet   uiiversally  lindlit  all  tiriies,— ■as"are 
temperance  aiid  jbsli^c'e,"    1  he  good  thus  coifceiVeli  is 
supremely  useful  and  theHiitrmate  'sbur'ce  of  all  fearaud 
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^i)enfii'ii6iit  happilri'ess.  Hence,  '*t.lie  maiitliat  Is  g^dMesd 
by  ^is  own  ftitdfest  nitost  alwkys  dtidsc^e  tlife  'Good  Or 
virtXfe,  whoever  first  committed  tlie  iefro^  aUd  iei4fn^ 't)f 
'sfej^Y^ting  the  Gdbd  froita  llife  liis^fiSi  is  lEdi&i^wd  % 
'S'dmtes  to  the  fnferiVal  gbds."  ('jSWit  5aiW4  SeStfilHes, 
Pfdblerhs  of  Philosophy,  vo.  11,  pp.  8^9  ).  TlifeseC(Jftd 
paft'bf'the  definition,  vice  is  igtiorance,  follows  HQoes- 
saViiy  froth  the  first.  If  vittu'e  consists 'inUheftefirtWWteiflge 
yfthe^ddd,  vice  niust  consist  in  the  igif&rtof^'of  it,  tofe- 
cause,  for  the  reasons  stated  above,  no  tarn  feaii^lAie 
t)ad  voluntarily  or  knowingly,  i.  e.  withotit  gdfifl'g'agaliCIst 
tn's  bWn  interests  and  happiness. 

iblritSbi'shl  : — The  defect  of  thei  defifiiLibn  is  two- 
'fbrJ  :  (i)  In  the  first  place,  it  is  difficult  to  'tfW^r3tfftid 
Tidw 'a  man  can  be  held  accdunt^ble  fbrhfs  ''S^M^s 
actions,  If  they  are  due  to  ignorance,  for  nibrally  fttipiltable 
actions  lilust  be  voluntary,  i.  e.  involve  a  ^fWiW^fedge 'of 
the  end. 

(ii)  In  the,  second  plaice,  it  is  cohti'ftry  lo-facts.  It 
is  a  well-known  truth  that  one'itiay  know  the  good,  yet 
may  do  the  bad.  Knowledge  afid  actions  are  ndt-abW*)s 
cons^ruent.  The  reasons  for  such  fnCbHgi'uenbe^eenitto 
be'iliese;  man  is  ordinarily  guided  iii  his'^feliSns  by 
Two  kinds  "bf  idea  of  the  good.  Uiider  any 'gj\^glTeir- 
ciimstauces  his  idea  of  the  good  is 'never  a  mfcreJflllitter 
of  pure  knowledge.  This  idea  is  cbiTSidfefably  c<JlbOTed 
aiid  shaped  by  the  presence  of  bther  ftifces  ^4u8hS<fS^iis 
desires,  int^r'ests,  prejudices,  passions,  &c.  ©Uttthose 
fnfluences  are,  to  avery  large  extent,  d^tethlittfid  Uy  his 
character  or  the  hjlbits  '  which  he 'has  a'cqulred'ih  the 
f 
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past.  Again,  when  he  sits  down  in  a  "cool  1  -iur"  to 
reflect  upon  the  true  nature  of  i  he  good,  the  circ  iimstan- 
ces  and  conditions  change.  Ke  now  views  th  ;  matter 
from  a  different  standpoint — from  a  universal  standpoint 
— not  from  a  particular  or  limit  3d  standpoint.  His  point 
of  view  is  no  longer  affected  rnd  shaped  by  h  s  parti- 
cular and  variable  desires  and  i  iterests.  The  speculative 
or  philosophic  reflection  is  no\.'  his  only  guide.  There- 
fore the  idea  of  the  good  that  le  now  forms  is  likewise 
universal  and  therefore  true  n  so  far  as  it  goes.  But 
this  latter  idea  always  remains  the  ideal ;  for  when  the 
time  of  action  comes  his  characi  er  and  habits  assert  them- 
selves and  alter  the  whole  point  of  view  by  his  supplied 
philosophic  reflection.  The  consequence  is  though  he 
knows  the  good,  he  may  do  the  bad.  So  that  in  a  con- 
crete situation,  a  man  is  never  led  by  pure  knowledge  ; 
the  concrete  nature  of  the  man  as  it  is  at  the  time  of 
action— his  whole  knowledge,  feeling  and  volition  at  the 
time— determines  his  actions.  Hence  the  main  error  of 
the  Socratic  definition  is  due  to  the  confusion  of  the 
abstract  with  the  concrete — the  pure  knowledge  with 
the  total  self  of  man. 

But  there  is  another  difficulty  in  the  definition  which 
remains  to  be  explained.  A  corollary  of  it,  as  we  have 
found,  is  that  no  man  does  the  bad  voluntarily  or  know- 
ingly. No  doubt  there  is  some  truth  in  the  assertion. 
As  Dr.  D'  Arcy  remarks  :  "The  end  is  always  conceived 
as  good  at  the  moment  of  choice.  No  man  chooses  evil 
regarding  it  as  evil.  He  choosjs  it  as  his  good.  The 
very  essence  of  badness  is  a  character  or  will   which  is 
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SO  set  that  it  Iinds  its  gocd  in  that  which  in  moments  ot 
cahn  reflection  the  mind  recognises  as  evil.  There  is  a 
want  of  correypondence  between  the  character  and  the 
abstract  knowledge  wh  ch  the  mind  possesses.  The 
Socratic  error  consists  in  assuming  that  the  correspon- 
dence must  be  complete,  making  mere  knowing  to  be 
the  essence  of  self-hood".     (  Ethics,  p.  171,  foot-note  ). 

Conclusion  : — We  therefore  conclude  thus  :  virtue 
does  not  belong  to  man  as  merely  a  knowing  subject, 
but  belongs  to  his  total  self ;  the  total  self  as  exhibited 
in  a  particular  conduct  is  the  character  or  the  organisa- 
tion of  habits  which  he  h.is  formed  in  the  past  plus  the 
present  determination  of  bis  will.  But  the  actual  deter- 
mination of  the  conduct  depends  largely  upon  the 
character,  so  that  the  nature  of  conduct  depends 
largely  upon  the  nature  of  the  character.  Hence  his 
fitness  to  act  rightly,  i.  e.  his  virtue  likewise  depends 
upon  the  nature  of  the  character  or  the  habits  ;  that  is 
to  say,  if  his  character  or  habits  are  good,  his  actions  are 
virtuous  ;  if  they  are  bad,  his  actions  are  bad.  Thus 
virtue  and  vice  are  good  and  bad  habits  of  will  or  quali- 
ties of  character. 

III.  Virtue  and  Imperfect  Duty  :—  We 
should  consider  here  another  definition  of  virtue.  We 
have  found  in  the  last  chapter  that  by  some  the  duties 
are  distinguished  into  perect  and  imperfect.  The  perfect 
duties,  i.  e.  those  obligations  which  c^n'  be  fefinitely 
codified,  are  sometimes  called  Duties  ;  while  the  im- 
perfect duties,  i.  e.  those  obligations  which  are  compara- 
tively vague  or  cannot  be  definitely  formulated  are 
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QsJlid  virtues,  jtnplying  by  the  latter  asseitjpn  t}ia|t 
V!lSta|>ii',§ometfein,g  mofg  than  di}j;,y,  th^f;  ^  virtVJOu§  fjjp 
ig  Qm  who  4p§s  iPQi'e  than  his  duty,  more  J:han  wji^^ 
caii,re^SQ|]gibly  be,|-^qi}hg4  of  hitn.  In  thi§  §ense  yij'jtjjg 
iSM§|4,i0P>ilip(?I}l|inguig6,  This  a)sp  seems  tojje  .ij.§ 
OrigaO^m^^Hing.  The  Jierjn  virtue  is  dprived  frqni  ^.ji^ii) 
D?;- =  a  mau  or  h^rp,and  jLhus  meai)S  manliness  or  valguff 
Mfl§t-  PfQfeftbly  it  wfis  applied  a,t  first  to  the  ropst  ^mi- 
Hieflit  Sftdpoajse worthy  qualities,  i.  e.  qualities  to  acqwffi 
wiiJeU  a  fiiaii  VViOUjd  have  required  ipajjjji^pss  or  valoijr, 
PfiQf.  MwJrfei^  eeruMte  :  ''t^  word  js  often  Ippsely  uge/J. 
i»  ihf  siejise  #f  inieritorious  act,  as  when  we  sppalf  of 
'fliafeijig  yjrtw  of  jigcessity'.  Here  ^t  is  distinguishe4 
imm  di^y,  *s  tiie  mjeritorious  g,ct  is  distjngujshpd  trpiip 
the  .afit  >wkiQfe  is  simply  gopid  :  t^e  meritorious  act  .beiijg 
jiljat  wteifili  is  the  result  pf  9  highpr  than  the  average 
$tjiiju4$E^  of  virlftie,  whether  in  pyerjCotning  na,tural  dis- 
adtsMBtagts.  as  M'hen  <we  sp.^j^  of  the  diygence  pf  a  stapi,(^ 
sebc^  'M  !naeritprjj§M|is,  ,or  in  achieving  exceptional  sue- 
iO^s  caeimis  paribus".  (  Ethics,  p.  1 90,  fpof-^fote  ).  " Jhe 
4I^S®Qtfi'Vg  m^rlc  ,of  ivirtiM."  observes  Prof  Ail^xaipjdef; 
"seems  to  lie  in  what  is  beyond  duty  :  yet  :e,Vjery  such 
^t  m.ust4eptnd  011  the  peculiar  circumstances  under 
^ich  jtiisdpne,  ,pf  which  we  le^ve  the  agent  1,9  ,^f 
the  JB^p.,  audswe  certa^inly  think  his  duty  to  49  whatjs 
ikest."    (iMora,l  Qr^er  {^^4  PA'Ogress,  p.  243  ). 

ilgJs^ieJ^ip^  :— jThe  pij^iiisdefects  of^the  definitipn  ajje 
.fehPSP  :  it  jidei>ti|ies  viirt)(ije  wit^i.a  partici^lar  jplfiss.of 
4u)ji^i  and,dra,ws  a  hard  au^ia^t  liqe  of,distiflptipn  bqt- 
.weeii  fit :  wd  ,the  other  .class.    But  .we  have  fpqud  iji  ;the 
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last  chapter  (  §  viii  )  that  there  is  no  real  distinction 
between  tlie  so-called  perfect  and  imperfect  duties. 
So  that  it  is  perfectlj'  arbitrary  to  hold  the  latter  as 
identical  with  virtues,  and  the  former  as  absolutely  dis- 
tinct from  them.  There  is  another  inconsequence  of 
such  an  arbitrary  distinction.  If  the  perfect  duties  and 
virtues  are  entirely  distinct,  the  virtue  of  truthfulness, 
sincerity,  &c.  arising  out  of  the  perfect  dutj'  of  not 
lying,  and  the  virtues  arising  out  of  the  perfect  duties 
of  not  killing,  not  stealing.  &c.  cannot  be  said  to  be 
virtue  at  all,  according  to  this  theor5^  This  is  undoubted- 
ly against  the  common  verdict  of  mankind.  The  third 
and  the  most  serious  defect  is  that  it  identifies  virtue 
with  duty.  A  duty  is  a  sporadic  and  isolated  choice, 
while  a  virtue  is  a  habit  of  clioice.  If  I  speak  truth  in 
a  single  instance  I  may  be  said  to  have  done  my  dut}"^  ; 
but  I  ma)'^  be  said  to  be  truthful  only  when  I  have 
acquired  the  habit  of  truth-speaking,  i.e.  only  when  I 
always  or  nearlj^  always  spealt  the  truth.  Thus  there 
is  an  essential  distinction*  between  duty  and  virtue, 
even  although  the  latter  arises  out  of  the  former.  Take 
an  instance  of  the  imperfect  d*uty.  To  give  alms  to  the 
poor  is  an  imperfect  duty  ;  and  if  I  give  away  for  the 
help  of  a  famine-striken  people  much  more  than  what 
is  reasonably  demanded  of  me,  I  am  said,  according  to 
this  theory,  to  be  virtuous.  But,  is  it  not  my  duty  to 
give  away  much  more  than  what  is  expected  of  me  ? 
As  Prof.  Mackenzie  has  truly  observed  :  "But  surely 
we  have  a  moral  obligation  to  act  in  the  best  way 
possible."     These  theorists  forget   that  if  virtue   consists 


lo6  MORAL   PHILOSOPHY. 

in  doing  more  than  what  we  are  dut5'^-bound  to  do,  we 
do  either  what  is  immoral,  or  what  is  non-moral,  for  by 
exceeding  duty  weeitlier  violate  it,  or  go  beyond  the 
province  of  duty.  For  these  reasons  the  definition  is 
full  of  inconsistencies,  and  should  be  rejected. 

IV.  The  Virtue  and  Virtues :— We  have 
found  that  there  is  one  supreme  duty  which  uncondi- 
tionally commands  us  to  realise  the  Ideal  or  Rational 
Self  ;  and  that  all  other  duties  are  merely  fragmentary 
forms  of  or  essential  means  to,  it.  By  constant  fulfil- 
ment of  that  supreme  duty  we  ma)'  acquire  a  habit  of 
always  willing  or  acting  in  such  a  wise  as  to  gradually 
realise  it.  Tliis  habit  of  will  or  activity  is  called  the 
supreme  virtue.  All  other  virtues  arise  out  of  the  cons- 
tant discharge  of  the  secondary  or  subordinate  duties, 
and  these  virtues  are  mere  fragmentary  forms  of  the 
supreme  virtue.  But  ultimately  all  virtues,  like  all 
rights  and  duties,  are  essential  means  to  the  supreme 
good  of  life.  As  Prof.  Green  truly  remarks  :  "It  is  true 
that  the  principle  and  the  ei'id  of  all  virtues  is  the  same. 
They  are  all  determined  by  relation  to  social  well-being 
(  which  is  included  in  the'supreme  good  )  as  their  final 
cause,  and  they  all  rest  on  a  dominant  interest  in  some 
form  or  other  of  that  well-being."  'I'herefore  the  virtues; 
being  the  means  to  the  same  end,  constitute  a  single 
system.  Plato  holds  the  same  view  :  "The  virtues  are 
not  isolated,  but  one  and  whole".  But  this  whole  or 
organisation  of  the  virtues  is  not  perfect  from  the 
beginning  :  it  grows  and  develops  in  course  of  time, 
but  not  in  the  sanie  forni  and  way  in    every    individnal, 
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Hence  we  are  led  to  consider  the  relation  of  the   virtues 
to  society  and  to  the  social- functions  of  the  individual. 

V.  Virtues  relative  to  society  :^-The  rela- 
tion of  the  virtues  to  society  may  be  conceived  in  tv\ro 
ways.  All  virtues  have  social  aspect.  Though  we  have 
defined  a  virtue  as  a  good  habit  of  will  or  character  it  is 
not,  for  that  reason,  wholly  individual.  In  the  last 
chapter  we  have  found  that  all  duties  are  relative  to 
society  ;  all  duties  arise  out  of  our  relationships  and 
connections  with  the  social  institutions  ;  or  all  duties 
are  means  to  our  supreme  well-being  which  includes 
the  social  well-being.  The  immediate  basis  of  all  virtues 
being  duty,  the  virtues  likeduties'are  relative  to  society. 
Besides  this  general  relation,  there  is  a  special  relation. 
We  have  found  in  the  first  chapter  of  this  Book  that 
society  is  an  organism — it  changes  and  develops,  and 
thus  passes  through  a  series  of  stages  in  the  course  of 
years  and  ages.  The  virtues,  that  are  relative  to  a 
particular  stage,  also  change  when  the  social  organism 
passes  to  a  higher  stage  ;  and  so  on.  Thus  relatively 
to  each  stage  we  have  a  group  of  virtues  having  definite 
and  unique  character.  This,  of  course,  does  not  imply 
that  at  each  stage  the  virtues  change  completely  and 
assume  a  completely  new  character.  Such  an  absolute 
change  is  inconsistent  with  the  nature  of  evolution  ; 
for  every  process  of  evolution  involves  both  permanence 
and  change  ;  some  aspect  of  the  preceding  stage  is  re- 
tained and  some  aspect  is  changed.  The  evolution 
of  the  system  of  virtues  may  be  described  in  the  follow- 
ing way  :  "The  meaning,  or  content,  of  virtues  changes 
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from  time  to  time.  Their  abstract  form,  the  man's 
attitude  towards  the  good,  remains  the  same.  But 
when  institutions  and  customs  change  and  natural 
abilities  are  differently  stimulated  and  evoked,  ends 
vary,  and  habits  of  character  are  differently  esteemed,' 
both  by  the  individual  agent  and  by  others  who  judge. 
No  social  group  could  be  maintained  without  patriotism 
and  chastity,  but  the  actual  meaning  of  chastity  and 
patriotism  is  widely  different  in  contemporary  society 
from  what  it  was  in  savage  tribes  or  from  what  we 
may  expect  it  to  be  five  hundred  years  from  now. 
Courage  in  one  society  may  consist  almost  wholly  in 
willingness  to  face  physical  danger  and  death  in  volun- 
tary devotion  to  one's  community  ;  in  another,  it  may 
be  willingness  to  support  an  unpopular  cause  in  the 
face  of  ridicule.''  (  Profs.  Dewejy  and  Tufts.  Ethics, 
p.  401  ).  For  these  reasons,  the  whole  system  of  virtues 
suitable  for  a  particular  generation  at  a  particular  time 
should  be  considered  anew  and  separately.  To  know 
what  are  the  most  suitable  virtues  for  us  in  modern 
times,  we  should  study  carefully  the  constitution  and 
requirements  of  modern  society  ;  or  in  otlier  words  we 
should  carefully  study  "the  moral  habitudes  of  thought 
and  action"  in  modern  times. 

The  Ethos  of  a  people  :— These  moral  habitudes 
of  thought  and  action  (  German  Sitten  )  are  called  Ethos 
of  people.  "The  ethos  of  a  people",  says  Prof  Mackenzie, 
"constitutes  the  atmosphere  in  which  the  best  members 
of  a  race  habitually  live  ;  or,  in  the  language  that  we 
have  previously  employed,   it  constitutes  the  universe  of 
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their  moral  activities.  It  is  the  moraht)'  of  our  world  ; 
and  on  the  whole  the  man  who  conforms  to  the  morality 
of  that  world  is  a  good  man,   and  the  man  who  violates 

it  is  a  bad  man Now  the  virtues   that  are  current 

among  a  people  at  a  given  time  are  the  expression  in 
particular  forms  of  the  ethos  of  that  people  and  their 
significance  can  be  appreciated  only  in  relation  to  the 
general  life  of  the  times".  {  Manual,  pp.  337 — 39  ).  Thus, 
the  moral  education  of  the  individual  sliould  consist  in 
gradually  bringing  him  into  harmony  with  the  ethos  of 
the  people  to  which  he  belongs.  As  Hegel  has  truly 
observed  ;  "The  child,  in  his  character  of  the  form  of  the- 
possibility  of  a  moral  individual,  is  sometliing  subjective 
or  negative  ;  his  growing  to  manhood  is  the  ceasing  to 
be  of  this  form,  and  his  education  is  the  discipline  or  the 
compulsion  thereof.  The  positive  side  and  tlie  essence  is 
that  he  is  suckled  at  the  breast  of  the  universal  Ethos". 
Again,  "The  wisest  men  of  antiquity  have  given  judg- 
ment that  wisdom  and  virtue  consist  in  living  agreeably 
to  the  Ethos  of  one's  people."  Therefore  the  ethos 
of  a  people  is  the  only  concrete  moral  standard  or  the 
concrete  embodiment  of  the  moral  ideal  of  the  people  at 
the  time,  in  accordance  with  which  each  member  of  the 
people  should  shape  iiis  character,  and  to  which  he 
should  appeal  at  the  time  of  a  moral  conflict.  But  the 
ethos  is  not  always,  at  least  in  its  entirety,  definitely 
formulated.  A  part  of  it  is  stated  in  expr-ess  and  definite 
rules  and  precepts,  and  another  patt  remains  more  or 
less  indefinite  and  unformulated.  Again,  the  ethos  of  a 
people  should  not  be  considered  as  completely  stationary. 
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It  should  be  remembered  that  ethos  is  nothing  but  the 
moral  atmosphere  that  prevails  at  a  particular  stage  of 
society.  It  continues  to  be  stationary  so  long  as  the 
stage  of  society  remains  so  ;  and  when  society  passes, 
in  the  course  of  its  evolution,  to  a  higher  stage,  it  also 
changes.  Or  in  other  words,  the  ethos  of  a  people  evol- 
ves like  society  or  character.  Prof.  Bradley  seemed  to 
have  forgot  this  fact,  when  be  emphatically  said  in  his 
Ethical  Studies  (  p.  i8o  )  that  "the  man  who  seeks  to 
have  a  higher  morality  than  that  of  his  world  is  on  the 
threshhold  of  immorality".  This  is  evidently  mistaken. 
Of  couise  the  morality  of  a  man's  world  is  his  direct  and 
immediate  standard  ;  but  this  does  not  imply  that  he 
should  not  have  a  higher  standard.  In  fact  the  ethos  of 
a  people  is  only  a  partial  and  incomplete  reproduction 
of  the  Universal  Ethos  under  the  peculiar  conditions 
and  circumstances  of  the  people  ;  and  the  moral  pro- 
gress is  impossible  unless  and  until  its  best  members  try 
to  rise  to  a  higher  standard  of  life. 

VI.  Virtues  relative  to  the  stations  of 
individuals  :  —The  virtues  are  not  only  relative  to 
different  societies  in  different  ages  and  to  the  different 
stages  of  the  same  society,  but  also  to  the  different  posi- 
tions and  functions  of  individuals  in  society.  We  have 
seen  in  the  last  chapter  that  there  are  some  duties  that 
arise  out  of  our  special  social  positions  and  functions 
attached  to  those  positions.  They  are  specific  concrete 
duties.  The  virtues  that  are  born  of  these  kinds  of  duties 
are  likewise  specific  and  concrete.  Thus,  the  virtues  of 
a  man  and  of  a  woman  are,  to  a  certain  extent,  different ; 
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SO  are  the  virtues  of  a  ruler  and  of  a  subject,  of  a  hus- 
band and  of  a  wife,  of  a  father  and  of  a  mother,  of  a 
teacher  and  of  a  student,  of  a  lawyer  and  of  a  judge,  of 
a  health)'  man  and  of  a  sick  man,  of  a  trader  and  of  a 
scientist  ;  and  so  in  other  cases.  Therefore  if  w§  want 
to  determine  all  the  virtues  that  are  admirable  and  desi- 
rable in  a  particular  man  we  must  minutely  take  into 
consideration  his  position  and  function  in  society,  and 
the  qualities  that  lie  must  have  in  order  to  occupy  that 
position  and  to  fulfil  those  functions  worthily  and  admi- 
rably. 

The  virtues  are  relative  to  the  individual  in  another 
way.  Every  man  is  born  with  some  special  natural 
abilities  or  gifts  of  nature.  These  natural  abilities  should 
be  carefully  distinguished  from  virtues  proper  ;  for  the 
former  are  original  impulses,  while  the  latter  are  acqui- 
red habits.  But,  yet,  when  these  gifts  of  nature  are 
utilized  for  the  purpose  of  promoting  the  social  well- 
being,  they  become  virtue  ;  and  when  they  are  not  so 
utilized  they  turn,  "if  not  to  vice,  at  least  to  delin- 
quency." Such  natural  abilities  differ  widely  in  different 
persons,  whose  different  circumstances  influencing  and 
directing  them  differently  "occasion  and  exact  different 
virtues".  Thus,  though  the  virtues  of  different  men 
take  different  forms,  yet,  each  person  is  as  virtuous  as 
the  other. 

VII.  Virtue  as  the  mean  between  two 
extremes  : — According  to  Aristotle,  "the  proper  ex- 
cellence or  virtue  of  man  will  be  the  habit  or  trained 
faculty  that  makes  a  man  good,  and  makes  him  perform 
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his  function  well."  After  defining  virtue  in  this  way 
he  proceeds  to  inquire  more  minuteh''  into  the  nature  of 
virtue.  It  is  generally  found  that  the  excellence  of  a 
thing,  whatever  that  thing  ma)'^  be,  consists  in  the  mean 
betw,een  two  extremes — excess  and  defect.  "Every  art 
or  science  perfects  its  work  in  this  wa)',  looking  to  tile 
mean  and  bringing  its  work  up  to  this  standard  (  so  that 
people  are  wont  to  sa\-  of  a  good  work  that  nothing 
could  be  taken  from  it  or  added  to  it,  implying  that  ex- 
cellence is  destroyed  b)^  excess  or  deficiency,  but  secu- 
red by  observing  the  mean  ;  and  good  artists,  as  we  say, 
do  in  fact  keep  their  eyes  fixed  on  this  in  all  that  they 
do  ),  and  if  virtue,  like  nature,  is  more  exact  and  better 
tlian  any  art,  it  follows  that  virtue  also  must  aim  at  the 
mean — virtue  of  course  meaning  moral  virtue  or  ex- 
cellence ;  for  it  has  to  do  with  passions  and  actions, 
and  it  is  these  that  admit  of  excess  and  deficiency  and 
the^nean."  For  example,  "with  respect  to  honour  and 
disgrace,  tliere  is  a  moderation  which  is  high-minded- 
ness,  an  excess  which  ma)'  be  called  vanity,  and  a  defi- 
ciency which  is  little-mindedness."  "In  the  matter  of 
giving  and  taking  mone)^,  moderation  is  liberality,  ex- 
cess and  deficiency  are  prodigality  and  illiberalit}'."  But 
this  moderation  or  mean  is  not  absolute  ;  it  is  relative 
to  the  abilities  and  circumstances  of  each  person  and 
thus,  "is  not  one  and  the  same  for  all."  "Virtue,  then, 
is  a  habit  or  trained  faculty  of  choice,  the  character  of 
whicli  lies  in  moderation  or  observance  of  the  mean 
relative  to  tlie  abilities  and  circumstances  of  each  person 
and  thus,   "is  not   one   and   the  same   for  all."     "Virtue 
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then,  is  a  habit  or  trained  faculty  of  choice,  the  charac- 
ter of  which  lies  in  moderation  or  observance  of  the 
mean  relatively  to  the  persons  concerned,  as  determined 
by  reason,  i.  e.  by  the  reason  by  which  the  prudent  man 
would  determine  it.  And  it  is  a  moderation,  firstly,  in- 
asmuch as  it  comes  in  the  middle  or  mean  between  two 
vices,  one  on  the  side  of  excess,  the  other  on  the  side  of 
defect  ;  and,  secondly,  inasmuch  as,  while  these  vices 
fall  short  of  or  exceed  the  due  measure  in  feeling  and 
in  action,  it  finds  and  chooses  the  mean,  middling,  or 
moderate  amount.  Regarded  in  its  essence,  therefore, 
or  according  to  the  definition  of  its  nature,  virtue  is  a 
moderation  or  middle  state,  but  viewed  in  its  relation 
to  what  is  best  and  right  it  is  the  extreme  of  perfection." 
But  it  is  always  a  very  hard  thing  to  hi^  the  mean. 
"Thus  any  one  can  be  angry — that  is  quite  easy  ;  any 
one  can  give  money  away  or  spend  it  :  but  to  do  these 
things  to  the  right  person,  to  the  riglit  extent,  at  the 
right  time,  with  the  right  object,  and  in  the  right 
manner  is  not  what  every  body  can  do,  and  is  by  no 
means  easy  ;  and  that  is  the  reason  why  right  doing 
is  rare  and  praiseworthy  and  noble,"  "Such  matters 
lie  within  the  region  of  particulars,  and  can  only  be 
determined  by  perception."  (  Nicomachean  Ethics,  Bk, 
II,  chaps  vi — ij  ). 

VIII.  The  classification  of  virtues  : — 
(i)  The  principle  of  the  classification  :— We 
have  seen  above  that  the  virtues  are  closely  related  to 
the  capacities,  endowments,  social  positions  and  func- 
tions of  individuals,  and  also  to  the  customs  and  institu- 

15    , 
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tions  of  society  ;  and  change  along  with  the  change  of 
the  latter.  These  facts  alone  are  sufficient  to  make 
any  logical  classification  undesirable  and  impossible. 
On  the  one  hand,  the  virtues,  like  the  rights  and  duties, 
'are  numberless  ;  on  the  other,  "every  situation,  not  of 
a  routine  order,  brings  in  some  special  shading,  some 
unique  adaptation  of  disposition."  Again,  we  have 
seen  also  that  the  virtues  constitute  a  single  system  or 
organisation,  so  that  they  are  interrelated  with  one 
another.  For  this  reason  also  a  classification,  which 
requires  an  exact  definition  of  each,  and  a  hard  and  fast 
distinction  between  each  and  the  others,  becomes 
impossible  and  misleading,  yet  a  some  sort  of  classifica- 
tion, at  least  of  the  most  important  virtues,  is  necessary 
for  their  description  and  the  better  understanding  of 
their  mutual  relations.  An  attempt  at  such  a  classifica- 
tion will  take  two  forms  :  Subjectively  considered,  the 
virtues  are  habits  of  will  or  qualities  of  character  ;  and 
objectively  considered,  they  are  connected  with  the 
social  customs  and  institutions.  Consequently  the 
virtues  ma}''  be  classified  in  two  ways  :  either  by 
reference  to  the  capacities  and  endowments  of  indivi- 
duals, or  by  reference  to  the  social  customs  and  institu- 
tions. Some,  as  Prof.  Alexander,  maintain  that  "the 
latter  is  the  true  classification,  inasn^uch  as  moral 
institutions  provide  us  with  a  ready-made  map  of  the 
different  parts  of  the  moral  life.  They  are  'the  mode 
in  which  morality  gives  effect  to  the  various  wants  of 
mankind'".  But  Prof.  Muirhead,  on  the  other  hand, 
observes  that  "there  is  corresponding   to   the  system  of 
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objective  institutions  a  subjective  s}'stein  of  impulses 
and  desires,  and  that  the  virtues  are  aptitudes  for  res- 
training and  co-ordinating  natural  instincts,  and  so 
giving  effect  to  the  self  as  an  organic  whole,  are  just 
as  natural  a  basis  of  classification  as  are  the   institutions 

which  are  maintained  by  means   of  them As 

a  matter  of  fact,  a  complete  system  of  ethics  would 
require  to  exhibit  the  forms  of  good  (  i.  e.  the  virtues  ) 
under  both  aspects,  as  related  on  the  one  side  to  the 
system  of  instincts  and  desires  known  as  human  nature, 
and  on  the  other  to  the  objective  moral  order  as  tiiat  is 
embodied  in  social  institutions.  In  the  one  case  w^ 
should  be  supplementing  our  exposition  of  the  principles 
of  ethics  by  a  more  or  less  elaborate  ps5'chological 
account  of  the  springs  of  action.  In  the  other  case  we 
should  be  adding  to  the  science  of  ethics  in  the  stricter 
sense  a  sociological  account  of  the  principal  forms  which 
man  in  his  efforts  alter  a  fuller  expression  of  his  true 
nature,  has  devised  to  be  the  repositories  of « his  moral 
acquisitions."  (Ethics,  pp.  188 — 89).  Prof.  Dewey 
maintains  a  similar  view  :  "we  may,  however,  classify 
the  chief  institutions  of  social  life — language,  scientific 
investigation,  artistic  production,  industrial  efficiency, 
family,  local  community,  nation,  humanity, — and  speci- 
fy the  types  of  mental  disposition  and  interest  which 
are  fitted  to  maintain  them  flourishingly  ;  or  starting 
from  typical  impulsive  and  instinctive  tendencies,  we 
may  consider  the  form  they  assume  when  they  become 
intelligently  exercised  habits.  A  virtue  "may  be  defined, 
accordingly,  either  as  the  settled  intelligent  identification 
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of  an  agent's  capacity  with  some  aspect  of  the  reasonable 
or  common  happiness  ;  or,  as  a  social  custom  or  tendency 
organised  into  a  perso7ial  habit  of  valuation.  From  the 
latter  standpoint,  truthfulness  is  the  social  institution 
of  language  maintained  at  its  best  pitch  of  eflSciency 
through  the  habitual  purposes  of  individuals  ;  from  the 
former,  it  is  an  instinctive  capacity  and  tendency  to 
communicate  emotions  and  ideas  directed  so  as  to 
maintain  social  peace  and  prosperity.  In  like  fashion 
one  might  catalogue  all  form's  of  social  custom  and 
institution  on  one  hand  ;  and  all  the  species  and  varie- 
ties of  individual  equipment  on  the  other,  and  enume- 
rate a  virtue  for  each.  But  the  performance  is  as  formal 
as  not  to  amount  to  much.''     (  Ethics,  p.  403  ). 

From  the  above  it  is  evident  that  any  attempt  at  the 
exhaustive  classification  of  the  virtues  must  be  futile. 
This  is  true  not  only  of  the  classification  of  the  virtues 
but  also  of  the  rights  and  duties.  We  have  already 
given  a  fair  list  of  the  latter  ;  and  the  principle  we  have 
followed  in  that  connection  will  be  followed  also  here. 
The  reasons  for  such  a  procedure  are  obvious.  We  have 
shown  that  the  terms  right,  duty,  and  virtue  are  corre- 
lative ;  so  that  the  principle  of  their  classification  must 
be  the  same.  As  Prof  Green  truly  holds  :  "The  vir- 
tues are  dispositions  to  exercise  positively,  in  some  way 
contributary  to  social  good,  those  powers  which,  be- 
cause admitting  of  being  ^o  exercised,  society  should 
secure  to  him  ;  the  powers  which  a  man  has  a  right  to 
possess,  which  constitute  his  rights.  It  is  therefore  con- 
venient to  arrange   the  virtues  according  to  the   division 
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of  rights."  (  Works,  vbl.  II,  pp.  550—51  ).  Prof.  Paul- 
sen adopts  the  same  principle  in  classifying  both  duties 
and  virtues.  He  says  :  "Corresponding  to  the  classi- 
fication of  duties,  we  may  also  divide  the  virtues  into 
two  groups  ;  we  may  call  them  individualistic  and  social 
virtues."  (  Ethics,  p.  482  ).  Prof.  Mackenzie  also  sug- 
gests that  the  virtues,  like  the  duties,  may  be  divided 
into  self-regarding  and  altruistic.  We  shall  adopt  also  a 
similar  kind  of  classification,  and  distinguish  the  virtues, 
first  into  two  broad  classes,  viz.  the  individual  or  self- 
regarding  virtues,  and  the  altruistic  or  other-regarding 
virtues,  the  latter  including  the  virtues  that  correspond 
to  the  duties  to  plants  and  lower  animals,  and  also  to 
God  ;  we  shall  also  sujid^ivide  these  two  broad  classes 
in  the  way  we  have  done  in  the  case  of  the  duties. 

(2I  The  classes  of  Virtues  : — (A)  The  In- 
dividual or  Self-regarding  Virtues  :  -(a)  The 
Physical  Virtues  :— The  constant  fulfilment  of  the 
physical  duties  gives  rise  to  some  virtues  which  may  be 
designated  as  the  physical  virtues,  (i)  Corresponding 
to  the  duty  to  respect  one's  own  life  and  the  life  of 
others  there  are  virtues  that  consist  in  the  habitual  re- 
gard for  self-preservation  and  physical  culture  on  the 
part  of  each  individual,  and  in  his  habitual  regard  for 
the  preservation  and  promotion  of  the  life  of  others.  As 
Prof  Paulsen  has  observed  :  "The  function  of  the  body 
is  to  serve  as  the  organ  and  symbol  of  the  soul."  So 
that  the  virtues  that  we  should  cultivate  will  not  consist 
merely  in  the  constant  preservation  and  increase  of  the 
health  and  strength  of  the  body ,   and  the  avoidance  of 
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doing  what  impairs  and  weakens  it  ;  but  also  in  edu- 
cating it  in  such  a  way  as  'it  may  appear  in  this  visible 
world  as  a  pleasing  expression  of  the  invisible  beauty  of 
the  soul,"  inasmucli  as  "beauty  and  grace  are  the  visible 
corporeal  manifestations  of  a  good  and  beautiful  soul.'' 

The  virtue  or  the  habit  of  self-preservation  includes, 
pre-eminently,  the  kabit  of  good  nutrition.  By  taking 
the  unwholesome  food  and  drink  we  ma)"^  impair  and 
weaken  our  health  and  strength  more  than  by  any  other 
means.  So  that  we  should  cultivate  the  habit  of  taking 
the  proper  food  and  drink  in  the  proper  way  at  the 
prdper  time.  Hence  Temperance  which  consists  in  re- 
gulating the  appetites  is  one  of  the  fundamental  virtues. 
Temperance  in  its  wider  sense  is  included  in  Self-control 
with  which  we  shaldeal.in  the  sequel. 

Good  habitation  aijd  clothing  also  are  required  for 
the  preservatfon  and  health  of  the  body.  So  thaj,  our 
duties  with  regard  to  them  give  birth  to  some  virtues 
which  consist  in  the  habits  of  living  in  a  clean  and. 
well-ventilated  house,  and  of  covering  the  body  with 
suitable  clothes,  not  for  fashion,  but  for  health. 

Another  important  virtue  is  the  habit  of  develdping 
and  exercising  the  bodily  powers.  Life  is  activity  ;  and 
therefore  without  activity  the  body  deteriorates.  Play 
aud  work  are  two  important  forms  of  activity  by  which 
the  health  and  strength  of  the  body  may  be  sustained 
and  increased,  and  the  bodily  powers  may  be  developed. 
Gymnastic  exercises  are  scientific  plays  ;  and  therefore 
should  be  resorted  to  by  all  men  and  women  in  some 
form  or  other.    Athletic  sports  such  as  races,   boating, 
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mountain-climbing,  bicycling,  &c.  are  another  important 
forms  of  play.  The  physical  powers  may  be  developed 
also  by  many  useful  works.  But  work  is  less  free  than 
play. 

Rest  and  Recreation  are  not  less  necessar^-  than 
action.  Over-activity  or  prolonged  activity  impairs 
the  health  and  retards  the  development  of  the  bodily 
powers.  Activity  involves  the  loss  of  energy  ;  hence  it 
is  necessary  that  the  loss  should  be  restored.  The  real 
object  of  rest  and  recreation  is  restoration  of  the  loss. 
Consequently,  "a  proper  balance  between  work  and 
recreation  is  an  essential  condition  of  health,  efficiency, 
and  happiness.  An  excess  on  either  side  is  equally 
dangerous."  So  that  we  should  cultivate  a  habit  of 
taking  proper  and  necessary  rest  and  recreation  after 
play  and  work.  , 

(ii)  Corresponding  to  the  duties  to  respect  other's 
property  and  to  make  proper  use  of  one's  own,  there 
are  some  important  virtues.  The  virtue  that  is  concer- 
ned with  other's  property  has  no  special  name.  The 
main  virtues  concerned  witli  one's  own  property  are 
industry,  frugality  or  economy,  liberality,  magnificence 
and  high-mindedness. 

(a)  Industry  is  the  virtue  that  corresponds  to  the 
dut)'  to  earn  property  for  the  maintenance  of  life.  In 
the  civilized  societies  labour  by  which  property  is  earned 
assumes  the  form  of  a  calling  or  profession  ;  and  the 
virtues  concerned  therewith  are  professional  efficiency 
and  fidelity  to  calling. 

{B)    Frugality  is  the   virtue  that  is  concerned  with 
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the  use  or  consumption  of  property.  It  is  "the  capacity 
to  manage  one's  affairs  according  to  one's  income  as 
well  as  according  to  the  needs  and  obligations  which 
grow  out  of  individual  conditions  and  social  rank."  This 
virtue  takes  on  different  forms  and  gets  different  names 
under  different  conditions,  {v  It  is  called  liberality  when 
the  property  is  given  "with  a  view  to.  or  for  the  sake 
of  that  which  is  noble,  and  given  rightly/  i.  e.  when  the 
right  things  are  given  to  the  right  persons  at  the  right 
times.  Aristotle  uses  liberality,  also  in  connection  with 
the  taking  of  wealth.  He  says  :  "Liberality,  being  moder- 
ation in  the  giving  and  taking  of  wealth,  the  liberal  man 
will  give  and  spend  the  proper  amount  on  the  proper  ob- 
jects, ?ilike  in  small  things  and  in  great,  and  that  with 
pleasure  ;  and  will  also  take  the  proper  amount  from  the 
proper  sources."  (ii)  Magnificence  is  the  virtue  tliat  is 
concerned  with  the  large  expenditure  of  wealth,  and  in 
this  respect  goes  beyond  liberality  in  largeness.  "But 
the  largeness  is  relative  ;  the  expenditure  that  is  suitable 
for  a  man  who  is  fitting  out  a  war  ship  is  not  the  same 
as  that  which  is  suitable  for  the  chief  of  a  sacred  em- 
bassy. What  is  suitable,  then,  is  r.elative  to  the  person, 
and  the  occasion,  and  the  business  on  hand.  Yet  he  who 
spends  what  is  fitting  on  trifling  or  moderately  impor- 
tant occasions  is  not  called  magnificent  ;  but  he  who 
spends  what  is  fitting  on  great  occasions.  For  the 
magnificent  man  is  liberal,  but  a  man  may  be  liberal 
without  being  magnificent."  ( Nicomachean  Ethics, 
pp.  103,  108  ).  (iii)  The  virtue  of  high-mindedness  con- 
sists in  the  habit  of  claiming  much  and  deserving  much. 
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The   virtue  that   consists  in  the   habit  of  claiming  little 
and  deserving  little  is  temperateness  or  modesty. 

(b)  The  Mental  Virtues  :— The  two  typical 
forms  of  the  mental  virtues- are  (i)  Self-control,  (2)  Self- 
culture. 

(i)  Self-control  :— As  briefly  defined  Self-con- 
trol is  the  control  of  the  lower  self  by  the  higher,  of  the 
blind  impulses  by  the  rational  will,  of  the  actual  by  the 
ideal.  It  is  "the  capacity  to  govern  life  by  purposes 
und  ideals."  (  Paulsen  \.  It  is  the  chief  condition  of 
all  moral  culture,  all  moral  development.  For  if  the 
blind  impulses  or  feelings  are  not  controlled  and  organi- 
sed into  a  system  in  accordance  with  the  moral  ideal, 
the  moral  life  deteriorates  instead  of  progressing  toward 
the  goal  which  is  nothing  but  the  perfection  of  the 
rational  will.  Self-control  assumes  different  forms  that 
correspond  to  the  different  forms  of  impulsive  life.  Of 
these  four  are  important,  viz.  Temperance,  Courage, 
Calmness  and  Self-respect. 

u)  Temperance  or  Moderation  :— Temper- 
ance is  the  habit  of  resisting  temptation  to  sensuous 
pleasure.  The  satisfaction  of  the  impulses  gives  us 
pleasure  that  is  most  attractive  or  alluring,  and  at  the 
same  time  direct  and  immediate.  So  that  we  are  apt, 
in  most  instances,  to  be  guided  by  it  in  our  conduct 
rather  than  by  the  rational  will.  It  is  therefore  necessary 
that  we  should  always  try  to  resist  the  temptation  to 
such  pleasure  whenever  it  inclines  us  to  act  in  opposition 
to  the  rational  will.  This  does  not  imply  that  we  should 
eradicate  the   impulses.    That  is   not  only  impossible 
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but  also  a  folly  ;  for  these  impulses  are  the  original 
forces  of  our  nature  and  He  at  the  root  of  all  true  motives 
to  action.  Hence  their  annihilation  will  mean  the  anni- 
hilation of  our  own  nature.  What  they  require  is  that 
they  should  be  controlled  and  satisfied  in  such  a  wise 
as  will  assist  the  development  of  higher  life  instead  of 
disturbing  it,        ' 

Unpretendingness  or  Modesty  is  a  virtue  which 
is  a  modification  of  temperance,  or  may  be  re- 
garded as  the  inner  form  of  it.  "It  is  moderation  of 
desire  as  such,  the  moderation  of  the  desire  for  wealth 
and  fame,  position  and  pleasue.  Unassuming  modesty 
consists  in  habitually  lowering  one's  pretensions  to  the 
level  of  one's  fortunes.  Its  effect  is  contentment  ;  arid 
hence  it  is  the  safest  guide  to  happiness,  just  as  its 
opposite,  covetousness,  or  cupidity  is  the  surest  means 
to  unhappiness."     (  Prof.  Paulsen,  Ethics,  p.  491  ). 

(ii)  Courage  is  the  habit  of  resisting  the  "painful, 
dangerous,  and  terrible  impressions  by  means  of  a 
rational  will."  Temperance  is  the  habit  of  resisting  the 
temptation  to  pleasure,  while  courage  is  the  habit  of 
resisting  pain  and  danger.  As  temperance  is  the  mean 
between  insensitiveness  to  sensuous  pleasure  and  licen- 
tiousness, so  courage  is  the  mean  between  cowardice  and 
foolhardiness.  Two  kinds  of  behaviour  are  possible  for 
a  man  when  attacked  by  something  dangerous  :  he  may 
be  struck  by  fear  and  take  to  flight  ;  or  he  may  be 
impelled  by  rage  to  defend  himself  and  thus  run  into 
danger.  The  former  attitude  is  cowardice  and  the  latter 
blind   rage  or  foolhardiness.     Courage   or   bravery  take 
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to  a  middle  course.  The  brave  man  does  not  run  away 
from  danger,  nor  rushes  into  it  ;  he  calmly  and  carefully 
studies  the  situation,  deliberates  and  decides  what 
course  of  action  is  to  be  taken,  and  then  proceeds  to 
carry  out  his  resolution,  with  firmness  and  energy.  With 
him  "discretion  is  the  better  part  of  valour." 

Martial  Courage  is  the  first  form  in  which  this 
virtue  was  usually  recognised  in  ancient  times.  But 
with  the  progress  of  civilization  other  forms  of  it  have 
come  to  be  recognised  as  even  surpassing  the  first  In 
importance.  Of  these  the  chief  is  what  may  be  called 
the  civil  courage, — "independence  of  thought  and  action, 
characterful  self-assertion  against  the  great  pressure 
exerted  by  superior  and  inferior  forces."  One  of  the 
baneful  effects  of  civilization  is  to  make  the  individual 
more  and  more  dependent  upon  others.  But  dependence 
tends  to  pervert  the  will  and  thus  hinders  the  real  pro- 
gre.ss  of  moral  life.  "So  the  moral  duty  arises  to  deve- 
lop the  inner  power  of  resistence  which  calmly  and 
firmly  opposes  every  attempt  to  subject  the  individual 
to  established  customs  and  authority,  which  serves  and 
remains  loyal  to  truth  and  justice,  regardless  of  whether 
such  conduct  brings  favour  and  popularity  or  disfavour 
and  contempt.  To  remain  true  to  oneself,  that  is  the 
aim  of  such  ideal  courage.  No  one  can  have  it,  the 
centre  of  whose  life  does  not  lie  within  himself  ;  who- 
ever makes  external  things  his  ultimate  goal  cannot 
attain  to  inner  freedom.  Spinoza  was,  in  his  life  and 
teaching,  a  great  preacher  of  this  doctrine  of  freedom." 
(  Ibid,  p.  498  )■ 
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Another  important  form  of  courage  is  Perseverenct 
or  Persistence.  This  virtue  consists  in  habitually  accep- 
ting and  enduring  all  sorts  of  hardship  and  exertions 
that  are  needful  for  the  realisation  of  one's  ends.  It  is 
the  virtue  of  the  industrial  age,  as  martial  courage  was 
the  virtue  of  the  heroic  age.  Perseverence  is  the  charac- 
teristic virtue  of  a  civilized  man,  and  distinguishes  him 
from  the  savage  ;  for  the  savage  is  particularly  distin- 
guished for  the  capability  of  making  great  momentary 
exertions,  but  lacks  in  the  capability  of  making  conti- 
nued effort  ;  but,  generally,  the  reverse  is  the  case  with 
the  civilized  men. 

The  Love  of  Order  is  a  particular  phase  of  persever- 
ence. It  is  the  habit  of  acting  "with  business-like 
regularity"  and  is,  therefore,  an  important  quality  which 
gives  us  freedom  and  peace  of  mind. 

Patience  is  another  important  virtue  allied  to 
perseverence.  It  is  the  habit  of  bearing  pain  and  trouble 
without  being  overcome  by  them.  We  may  distinguish 
two  forms  of  it  :  passive  patience  and  active  patience. 
The  former  is  the  power  of  bearing  pain  and  suffering 
passively,  i.  e.  without  complaint  and  opposition  ;  the 
latter  is  the  "ability  to  survive  defeats,  disappointments, 
and  losses,  and  to  begin  life  anew."  This  virtue  is  more 
characteristic  of  women  than  of  men.  For  this  reason 
Prof  Paulsen  has  called  it  "feminine  caurage".  Patience 
is  a  great  virtue,  for  it  is  invariably  the  mark  of  a  noble 
character.  The  selfish  are  scarcely  patient,  although 
they  may  be  brave  and  persistent. 

dii)     The   third    form   of  Self-control   is    Calmness. 
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This  is  the  ability  to  control  and  check  the  undue  out- 
burst of  those  emotions  which  are  excited  by  any  dis- 
turbance in  our  relations  with  others  :  e.  g.,  anger,  vexa- 
tion, ill-humour.  It  is  needless  to  say  that  many  of  our 
unpleasant  experiences  are  due  to  the  lack  of  this  virtue. 

(iv)  Self-respect  is  the  precondition  of  Self- 
control.  Self-control  presupposes  that  there  must  be  a 
self  to  be  controlledi  and  there  must  be  a  self  to  control. 
And  Self-control  is  necessary,  because  our  vocation  as 
men  requires  that  we  should  develop  and  perfect  the 
latter  self  which  is  our  true  self.  _  But  if  we  have  no 
respect  for  the  true  self,  if  we  do  not  regard  it  as  the 
the  most  valuable  and  worthy  of  being  developed  and 
perfected,  no  control  of  the  lower  impulses  is  possible. 
The  basis  of  self-respect  is,  therefore,  the  consciousness 
that  we  are  persons  ;  that  we  have  a  self  to  develop  and 
perfect  ;  and  that  this  self  is  more  valuable,  and  more 
worthy  of  being  developed  and  perfected  than  anything 
else  in  the  world.  Self-respect  is,  therefore,  also  the 
precondition  of  self-culture,  for  we  like  to  culture  a  self 
when  we  have  a  respect  for  it,  when  we  consider  it  as 
worth  the  culture.  In  fact  self-respect  is  closely  allied 
to  the  supreme  virtue,  and  is,  therefore,  the  precondition 
of  all  virtues. 

The  fruit  of  Self-control  is  Inner  peace  and  Cheerful- 
ness of  mind,  or  in  one  word  Contentment.  For  in  a  life 
characterized  by  perfect  self-control  all  the  jarring 
elements  have  been  perfectly  harmonised,  the  result  of 
which  is  that  there  is  no  conflict,  no  discord,  but  all 
peace  and  contentment. 
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(2)  Self-culture  : — Self-culture  is  no  less  impor- 
tant than  Self-control.  The  object  of  Self-control  is ,  to 
check  the  preponderance  and  role  of  the  lower  impulses 
and  is  therefore  negative.  The  object  of  Self-culture  is 
to  develop  and  perfect  human  nature  by  increasing  its 
higher  powers  and  capacities,  and  is  therefore  positive. 
Self-control  is,  in  effect,  preparatory  to  self-culture.  The 
latter  term  is  very  wide  in  ift  significance,  including  all 
the  virtues.  But  here  it  is  used  in  a  restricted  sense, 
including  only  the  Aesthetic  and  Intellectual  virtues. 
I  here  follow  Professor  Paulsen  who  holds  :  "Culture 
means  for  the  individual  the  development  of  the  intellect 
to  the  end  that  he  may  know  the  truth,  and  of  the 
senses  and  the  imagination,  that  he  may  comprehend 
and  enjoy  the  beautiful". 

(ij  The  Aesthetic  virtues  : — These  include 
the  Cultured  Taste  which  is  the  capacity  of  enjoying 
and  appreciating  beauty  and  sublimity  in  nature  and 
art.  These  are,  particularly,  the  virtues  of  the  artists 
and  \}a&  poets.  Aesthetic  culture  refines  and  ennobles 
our  nature  no  less  than  the  intellectual.  The  reasons 
are  obvious  :  both  emotion  and  intellect  are  two  phases 
of  the  same  self,  so  that  the  culture  of  emotion  is  as 
necessary  for  the  development  of  the  self  as  the  culture 
of  intellect. 

(ii)  The  Intellectual  Virtues  : — These  may 
be  subdivided  into  two  classes — («)  those  which  are 
concerned  with  'pursuit  of  Truth,  and  i,^;  those  concerned 
with  application  of  it  to  life.  The  first  include  Sincerity, 
Impartiality,   Concentration,     Accuracy,   &c,  ;    and     the 
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second,  Prudence  ( in  narrower  sense  1,  and  Wisdom  ( in 
broader  sense  ). 

(a)  The  true  Love  of  Truth  necessarily  leads  to 
the  pursuit  of  truth  ;  and  the  true  pursuit  of  truth 
requires  that  we  should  be  sincere  in  the  pursuit,  impar- 
tial in  studying  and  examining  objects,  should  concen- 
trate our  whole  mind  upon  such  objects,  and  be  as 
accurate  as  possible  in  arriving  at  results  in  order  that 
they  may  correspond  to  reality.  Our  life  and  prosperity 
entirely  depend  upon  our  correct  knowledge  of  the 
external  realities.  Without  sincerity,  impartiality,  con- 
centration and  accuracy  such  knowledge  is  impossible. 

(6)  The  virtues  described  above  are  necessary  for 
the  attainment  of  knowledge.  But  mere  attainment  of 
knowledge  is  not  sufficient  for  the  development  of  the 
self  For  that  pm'pose  we  should  regulate  our  conduct 
in  accordance  with  that  knowledge,  or  we  should  apply 
the  truths  thus  attained  to  the  conduct  of  our  life.  The 
habit  of  regulating  conduct  by  the  application  of  know- 
ledge, is  Pfudence.  "Prudence"',  says  Aristotle,  "is  a 
formed  faculty  which  apprehends  truth  by  reasoning  or 
calculation,  and  issues  in  action  in  the  field  of  human 
good.''  (  Ethics,  p.  188  ).  But  the  term  prudence  may 
be  used  in  two  senses — in  a  narrower  and  a  wider  sense. 
Prudence  as  understood  in  modern  times  has  the  former 
meaning,  while  in  the  latter  sense  it  is  called  Wisdom. 
Thus  Prudence  and  Wisdom  are  two  forms  of  the  same 
virtue.  Prudence,  in  the  narrower  sense,  is  the  ability 
to  organise  the  impulses  and  desires  with  a  view  to 
secure   the  greatest   sum-total   of  selfish   advantage  and 
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pleasure  ;  it  is  therefore  concerned  with  the  calculation 
of  the  immediate  consequences  of  actions.  Consequently 
it  is  a  virtue  only  in  those  instances  where  the  selfish 
advantage  and  pleasure  are  not  inconsistent  with  the 
advantage  and  pleasure  of  others.  In  other  instances 
it  is  a  vice,  i  For  a  complete  account  of  Prudence  in 
the  narrower  sense,  see  Bk.  I,  pp.  150 — 51,  156 — 58  ). 

Prudence  in  the  wider  sense  or  Wisdom  takes  into 
consideration  both  the  immediate  and  remote,  selfish 
and  altruistic  consequences  of  actions,  and  selects  the 
right  means  to  the  end  thus  formed.  Thus  the  differ- 
ences between  Prudence  and  Wisdom  are  twofold  : 
Prudence  forms  an  end  of  action  by  calculating  its 
immediate  consequences  and  by  tlie  bearing  of  the 
latter  upon  the  private  advantage  and  happiness  of  the 
agent  ;  the  end  thus  formed  may,  in  some  instances, 
be  wrong  :  while  Wisdom  forms  an  end  of  action  by 
calculating  both  its  immediate  and  remote  consequences 
and  by  the  bearing  of  the  latter  upon  the  advantage 
and  happiness  of  all  beings,  the  agent  as  well  as  others  ; 
the  end  thus  formed  is,  therefore,  the  right  end  in  all 
instances.  Prudence  is  thus  a  narrow  or  partial  virtue, 
while  wisdom  is  a  wide  or  complete  virtue.  Wisdom 
may,  also,  be  called  the  supreme  virtue,  because  all 
other  virtues  presuppose  it.  As  Prof.  Mackenzie  has 
remarked  :  "a  man  may  be  courageous  and  temperate 
in  the  conduct  of  his  life,  and  yet  be  living  foolishly.  A 
wise  choice  of  the  line  to  be  pursued  is  a  necessary  pre- 
liminary." In  this  sense  it  may  be  designated  Practical 
Wisdom,  whose  function  is  always  to  form,  under  given 
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circumstances^  a  universal  end,  i.e.  an  end  which  has 
reference  to  the  common  Good,  and  to  select  right 
means  to  realise  that  end.  Wisdom,  we  have  said,  is  a 
wide  virtue  ;  and  if  we  examine  its  nature  closely  we 
find  that  it'  includes  many  other  virtues  such  as  Care, 
Foresight,  Decisiveness  of  choice,  &c. 

(B).  The  Other -regarding  Virtues  :— These 
include  the  Social  Virtues,  the  Religious  Virtues,  and  the 
virtues  that  arise  out  of  the  duties  to  plants  and  lower 
animals. 

(a)  The  Social  Virtues  : — All  the  social  virtues 
may  be  summed  up  under  one  comprehensive  head,  viz. 
Justice  in  its  old  sense  or  more  appropriately  Benevolence 
in  its  modern  sense.  Benevolence,  when  exercised  in 
involuntary  relations  such  as  those  with  the  family, 
neighbour,  country,  State,  humanity,  &c.  gives  rise  to 
Filial  Piety,  Conjugal  Love,  Public  Spirit  or  Love  of 
Neighbour,  Patriotism,  Habitual  Regard  for  the  King 
and  the  Constituted  Authority,  Philanthrophy,  &c. ;  and 
when  exercised  in  voluntary  relations  such  as  those 
which  arise  from  the  transaction  of  business,  social 
intercourse,  membership  of  a  church  or  party,  whether 
of  one's  own  or  other  peoples,  includes  Honour  in 
discharge  of  debts  or  other  forms  of  contracts.  Politeness 
("benevolence  in  small  things").  Gratitude,  Loyalty, 
and  Toleration.  Again,  Benevolence,  exercised  in  the 
communication  of  truth,  includes  Truthfulness  or 
Veracity,  Candour,  Proper  Reserve,  Consideration,  &c. 
Of  this  long  list  of  virtues  we  shall  give  detailed 
description  of  only  three,  viz.  Justice,  Love  of 
Neighbour,  and  Veracity. 

17 
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Beuevoleuce  :— Beiievolence  is  the  virtue  under 
which,  as  we  have  said,  all  other  virtues  may  be  summed 
up.  Benevolence  is,  therefore,  the  social  virtue,  all 
other  social  virtues  being  merely  its  forms.  This  is 
particularly  the  view  of  Dr.  Paulsen  and  Prof. 
Muirhead  :  "  the  general  fundamental  form  of  the  social 
virtues,"  says  Dr.  Paulsen,  "  may  be  called  benevolence 
and  defined  as  that  habit  of  the  will  and  mode  of 
conduct  which  tends  to  promote  the  welfare  of  the 
surroundings  by  hindering  disturbances  and  producing 
favourable  conditions  of  life."  (Ethica  p.  596).  For 
Prof  Muirhead's  view  see  p.  201  of  his  Ethics.  Prof. 
James  Seth  seems  to  entertain  a  different  view  :  accord- 
ing to  him  Benevolence  is  not  the  whole  of  the  social 
virtue,  but  only  a  part  of  it — only  its  positive  aspect. 
"  Social  virtue,  on  its  negative  side,''  says  he,  "  we  rriay 
call  justice,  with  its  corresponding  duty  of  freedom  or 
equality  ;  on  its  positive  side,  we  may  call  the  virtue 
benevolence,  and  the  duty  fraternity  or  brotherliness." 
(Ethics,  p.  273).  The  latter  view  seems  to  be  arbitrary, 
for  if  we  examine  the  nature  of  the  social  virtues  we 
find  that  all  of  them  have  a  general  tendency  towards 
the  welfare  of  others,  and  this  general  tendency,  in  its 
impulsive  and  irrational  form,  is  called  Sympathy,  and 
in  its  rational  form,  called  Benevolence.  So  that 
Benevolence  is  the  general  name  for  all  social  virtues, 
as  Self-love  is  the  general  name  for  all  self-regarding 
virtues. 

The  original  basis  of  the  social  virtues  is  the  sym- 
pathetic feelings  and  impulses.  But  these  feelings  and 
impulses   are    blind  and  therefore  ^cannot  form  the  basis 
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of  rational  and  intended  actions  :  they  lead  to  involun- 
tary activities  which,  although  produce  results  beneficial 
to  others,  are  not  preconceived  by  the  agent.  Hence 
these  blind  primitive  feelings  and  impulses  should  be; 
•rationalised,  educated  and  illumined  before  they  can: 
lead  to  voluntary  altruistic  actions  :  or  in  other  words,' 
thsy  should  be  converted  into  rational  desires  before 
they  can  form  the  motives  oi  voluntary  actions.  More- 
over, in  human  life,  the  blind  impulses  can  never  be 
trusted  as  the  safe  and  adequate  guides  of  actions : 
man  is  not  a  mere  animal  that  he  may  always  depend 
upon  their  blind  guidance  ;  his  life  is  so  complex  and 
composed  of  so  inconsistent  elements,  and  the  situations 
he  is  often  put  into  are  so  complicated  and  contradictory 
that  these  blind  impulses  should  be  placed  under  the 
regulative  control  of  reason.  Benevolence  is  the  general 
name  for  these  habits  which  arise  when  we  are  constantly 
guided  in  our  actions  by  the  rationalised  sympathetic 
feelings  and  impulses,  or  the  rational  altruistic  desires. 

We  may  therefore  conclude  in  the  words  of  Dr. 
Paulsen:  "  Compassion  is  the  natural  basis  of  the  social 
virtue  of  active  Benevolence,  but  it  is  by  no  means  a 
virtue  itself,  nor  even,  as  Schopenhauer  asserts,  the  abso- 
lute standard  of  the  moral  worth  of  a  man.  Like  every  ' 
phase  of  impulsive  life,  it  must  be  educated  and  discip- 
lined by  reason;  in  the  rational  will  it  is  both  realized  and 
limited, — realized  ,in  so  far  as  it  attains  to  its  end,  the 
furtherance  of  human  welfare,  limited  in  so  far  as  it  is 
prevented  from  doing  harm.  And  hence  we  may  accept 
what  Spinoza,  agreeing  with  the  Stoics,  says,  that  the 
wise  man  will  strive  to  rid  himself  of  compassion,  .  and, 
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as   far  as   human   nature   permits,   to   do   well  and  to 
rejoice."  (Ethics,  p.  558). 

The  virtue  of  Benevolence  has  two  aspects  or 
phases — the  one  phase  is  negative  and  the  other  positive : 
the  former  consists  in  not  retarding  and  the  latter  in 
promoting,  the  welfare  of  others.  When  we  regard 
these  two  phases  as  two  special  virtues,  we  have  the 
virtues  of  Justice  and  Love  of  Neighbour. 

[i)  Justice: — In  ethical  literature  the  term"Justice" 
is  used  in  three  senses: — (i)  In  its  widest  significance 
it  is  used  in  the  sense  of  righteousness,  uprightness, 
rectitude ;  all  morality  is  summed  under  it ;  it  is  not 
therefore  a  particular  virtue,  but  is  virtue  in  general; 
every  act  of  Justice  is  a  right  act ;  Justice  is  the  fulfil- 
ment of  duty  or  obligation.  (2)  From  this  follows  the 
second  meaning:  Justice  is  also  used  in  the  sense  of 
fairness,  equity,  impartiality,  honesty  in  our  dealings 
with  our  fellowmen.  (3)  In  its  narrowest  sense  it  is 
used  as  the  ''vindication  of  right  through  the  adminis- 
tration of  law."  But  these  three  meanings  are  not  really 
absolutely  distinct.  They  are  rather  three  forms  of  the 
real  meaning  of  Justice.  In  a  sense  Justice  sums  up 
all  virtue.  Every  particular  virtue  is,  as  we  have  found, 
only  an  essential  means  to  the  realisation  of  the 
supreme  end  or  the  ultimate  good  of  human  life,  which 
includes  both  the  individual  and  the  social  good.  Thus, 
the  supreme  good  of  life  being  the  Ijarmonisation  of 
these  two  apparently  antagonistic  goods,  the  just  man 
must  be  the  man  who  takes  into  consideration  exclu- 
sively neither  the  good  of  the  individual  nor  that  of 
society   but   both     together    in     their     harmonisation. 
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Justice  is  therefore  the  pre-eminently  social  virtue  ; 
it  is  "that  which  maintains  the  due  order  of  individuals 
in  the  interest  of  the  comprehensive  or  social  unity." 
In  its  second  sense  also  justice  takes  over  the  question 
of  the  whole  in  the  distribution  and  apportionment  of 
goods  among  its  parts.  A  fair,  impartial,  honest  man 
is  he  who  does  not  overlook  the  interests  of  others  (i.e. 
of  the  whole)  for  the  sake  of  the  interests  of  any  parti- 
cular individual.  Here,  too,  therefore,  Justice  shows  itself 
as  the  pre-eminently  social  virtue.  Even  in  its  narrow- 
est sense  Justice  does  not  overlook  the  recognition  of 
the  whole.  The  rights  should  be  vindicated  because 
they  are  the  essential  means  to  the  attainment  of  the 
common  good.  Thus  the  vindication  of  right  means 
the  vindication  of  the  claim  of  the  whole  to  have  the 
infringement  of  the  means  to  the  attainment  of  its  good, 
i.e.  the  rights,  properly  and  adequately  remedied.  Thus 
we  find  that  the  three  meanings  in  which  Justice  is 
used  are  not  really  distinct  but  three  forms  of  the  same 
meaning. 

This  is  the  sum  and  substance  of  the  view  which 
Prof.  Dewey  and  others  entertain.  Here  Justice  is  evi- 
dently identified  with  the  social  virtue.  But  there  is 
another  view  which  is  maintained,  as  we  have  said  be- 
fore, by  Dr  Paulsen  and  others  who  identify  the  social 
virtue  with  Benevolence,  regarding  Justice  as  only  the 
negative  aspect  of  it.  This  is  perhaps  the  prevalent 
view,  and  I  have  adopted  it  in  my  treatment  of  Justice. 

Justice,  then,  may  be  defined  as  a  moral  habit,  as  that 
disposition  of  the  will  and  action,  which  abstains  from 
interfering  with   the   well-being  of  others^  and  as  far  as 
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possible,  also  prevents  others  from,  such  interference.  This 
virtue  arises  from  our  regard  for  our  fellows  as  ends-in- 
themselves  and  as  our  coequals,  i.e.  as  persons.  Justice 
especially  vindicates  itself  by  the  vindication  of  right, 
for  a  right  being  an  essential  means  to  the  supreme 
end  of  life,  every  just  man  should  respect  it  and  pro- 
tect it  from  being  violated.  In  this  function  Justice 
is  called  legal  Justice  and  expresses  itself  in  more  or 
less  codified  laws  which  defend  the  different  spheres 
of  rights,  each  of  which  is  protected  by  a  prohibition. 
For  this  reason  laws  are  usually  described  in  negative 
forms :  for  instance,  "Thou  shalt  not  kill,  commit 
adultery,  steal,  bear  false  witness  against  the  honour 
of  thy  neighbour,  and  interfere  with  his  liberty."  The 
violation  of  the  right  is,  therefore,  called  Injustice.  In- 
justice denies  the  fact  that  our  fellows  are  ends-in-them- 
selves  and  are  our  coequals.  The  duty  of  Justice  may, 
therefore^  be  stated  in  this  general  form  in  the  words  of 
Dr.  Paulsen  :  "Do  no  wrong  yourself,  and'  permit  no 
wrong  to  be  done,  so  far  as  lies  in  your  power;  or  ex- 
pressed positively :  Respect  and  protect  the  right." 
The  virtue  of  Justice  is  the  habitual  discharge  of  such 
duty. 

Aristotle's  account  of  Justice  should  be  taken  into 
consideration  in  this  connection.  He  also  regards  Jus- 
tice as  a  negative  virtue.  He,  first  of  all,  distinguishes 
two  kinds  of  Justice,  objective  and  subjective  :  the  former 
consists  in  acting  or  treating  other  persons  /mj//)/ ; 
while  the  latter,  in  habitually  desiring  to  do  the  object- 
ive Justice.  The  essence  of  objective  Justice,  he  main- 
tains,  iu    "the  correct  proportional  treatment  of  persons 
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according  to  their  merits."  He  distinguishes  three 
kinds  of  this  Justice:  (i)  Distributive  Justice,  which 
consists  in  distributing  something  in  which  two  or  more 
persons  have  shares,  in  strict  accordance  with  theiir 
merits.  (2)  Corrective  Justice,  which  consists  in  trying 
to  redress  an  unjust  distribution  of  something  amongj 
two  or  more  persons  by  deducting  something  from  one's 
share  and  adding  it  to  other's.  (3)  Reciprocal  Justice; 
which  is  particularly  exercised  in  commercial  relations^- 
and  consists  in  distributing  and  exchanging  wealth,  not 
according  to  the  merits  of  the  persons  concerned  but' 
according  to  the  rule  of  equality.  The  objective  Justice 
as  "the  correct  proportional  treatment  of  two  or  more' 
persons  according  to  their  merits"  implies,  therefor^; 
three  things  :  (i)  a  judge  whose  function  is  to  treat  two' 
or  more  persons  in  strict  accordance  with  their  deserts 
or  merits,  (ii)  Disposal  of  something  they  care  for.  (iii)'- 
There  should  be  at  least  two  persons  whose  deserts  or' 
merits  are  to  be  considered.  '  Thus  Justice  demands' 
at  least  three  persons  :  at  least  two  persons  who  are  to 
be  treated  justly  and  a  third  who  is  to  treat  them  justly.' 
As  a  person,  as  an  end-iv-himself,. every  man  has  aright' 
to  such  kind  of  treatment ;  it  is  the  least  which  he  can 
claim.  Hence  the  duty  of  Justice  consists  in  taking 
care  that  the  rights  of  persons  are  not  violated  ; 
and  thus  has  only  a  negative  function.  But  we 
should  carefully  distinguish  the  legal  Justice  and  the 
moral  Justice.  The  legal  Justice  is  concerned  with' 
those  relations  and  duties  of  persons  which  are  fixed 
and  recognised  by  law ;  it  treats  persons  in  correct  pro^ 
portion  according  as  they  act   or    not   in    obedience    to 
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such  fixed  and  recognised  duties  The  moral  Justice 
is  the  correct  proportional  treatment  of  persons  accord- 
ing as  they  act  or  not  in  obedience  to  the  moral  laws 
whether  enforced  at  law  or  not. 

From  the  above  it  is  plain  that  the  objective  Justice 
is  a  duty,  a  sporadic  act  of  a  particular  nature.  The 
subjective  Justice,  on  the  other  hand,  is  a  virtue,  a  qua- 
lity of  character  ;  it  is  a  habit  of  desire  to  treat  persons 
justly,  to  treat  them  in  strict  accordance  with  their 
deserts  or  merits  ;  it  is  a  fixed  and  enduring  will  "to 
give  Caesar  what  is  Caesar's." 

We  have  found  above  that  the  duty  of  Justice  has 
two  parts,  the  first  part  being  abstinence  from  doing 
wrong.  The  virtue  arising  out  of  this  part  of  the  duty" 
is  called  rectitude  or  probity  which  is  often  regarded  as 
the  wbole  of  Justice.  This  virtue  implies  that  a  just 
.man  should  limit  his  acts  to  such  an  extent  that  he 
may  not  interfere  with  the  interests  of  others  ;  and  that 
he  is  an  unjust  man  who  fails  to  do  so,  or  intention- 
ally does  the  contrary.  The  other  part  of  the  duty 
of  Justice  is  more  active,  consisting  in  "the  non-suff- 
erance, the  warding  off  of  injustice,  first,  of  the  injus- 
tice done  to  others,  then  also  of  that  done  to  self."  This 
phase  of  Justice  is  usually  called  the  sense  of fustice. 

(ii)  IiOVe  of  Neighbour  :  —The  positive  side  pf 
Benevolence  is  Love  of  neighbour.  It  is  that  habit  of  the  will 
and  action  which  always  strives  to  promote  the  welfare  of 
others  by  removing  their  wants  or  supplying  their  needs  ; 
it  is  the  virtue  which  inclines  us  to  help  another  in  the 
fulfilment  of  his  moral  task.  This  virtue  is  more  active 
than  the  virtue  of  Justice.     At  least  one   of  the   phases 
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of  Justice  is  to  passively  abstain  from  doing  harm  to 
others  ;  but  the  virtue  of  Love  consists  entirely  in  do- 
ing good  to  others  ;  its  essence  is  activity  which  minis- 
ters to  the  well-being  of  others  :  the  passive  manifesta- 
tions of  sympathy  do  not  constitute  Benevolence;  for 
the  latter  leads  us  to  act  for  alleviating  the  sufferings 
of  others  and  for  aiding  them  in  promoting  their  well- 
being.  This  virtue  is  therefore  regarded  as  the  great 
moral  commandment,  and  is  even  identified  with  the 
worship  of  God.  "Work  is  Worship,"  "performance  of 
deeds  beneficial  to  all  beings  is  the  worship  of  God," 
("  cl^  fRasRl'Sim^'ra  cf^TT^^rt^  ").  Such  sayings  as  these 
evidently  show  that  this  virtue  is  regarded  as  the 
highest  virtue. 

But,  though  this  virtue  is  very  clear  in  its  meaning, 
it  is  not  so  clear  in  its  limit  or  scope.  "To  do  good 
to  other-. "  often  conies  into  conflict  with  "  to  do 
good  to  one's  own  self."  The  egoistic  and  altruistic 
virtues  are  apparently  antagonistic.  The  question, 
How  far  should  we  go  in  promoting  the  well-being 
of  others  ?  is  one  which  it  is  not  always  easy  to 
answer,  The  commandment  is  certainly  true,  but  it  is 
also  true  that  we  should  not  sacrifice  our  own  interests 
always  and  absolutely  to  the  interests  of  others.  Both 
the  egoistic  and  the  altruistic  virtues  have,  as  we  shall 
see  in  the  sequel,  their  due  place  in  the  scheme  of  our 
life.  Hence  this  commandment  must  be  somewhat 
restricted  ;  and  in  order  to  restrict  it  we,  should  take 
the  following  points  into  consideration. 

(i)     The  social  duty  should  be  regulated  by  reference 
to  the  egoistic  duty.     The  first  and  prime  duty  for  a  per- 
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son  is  the  duty  to  develop  and  exercise  his  own  powers 
and  capacities,  and  to  morally  elevate  his  own  life. 
Moreover,  a  man  knows  his  own  good  better  than  the 
good  for  others.  If  a  man  neglects  his  duties  tov/ards 
himself  for  the  sake  of  his  care  for  the  welfare  of  others, 
and  thereby  cripples  himself  both  morally  and  physi- 
cally he  becomes  quite  unfit  for  even  discharging  his 
duties  to  others  properly  :  (See  Bk.  11,  pp.  105-9,  and 
also  chap,  vi,  §3,  and  pp.  152-53).  Hence  egoism  is  not 
less  necessary  for  moral  progress  than  altruism.  All 
the  true  benefactors  of  mankind  developed  their  own 
life  first,  then  they  proceeded  to  serve  others.  Raphael 
and  Goethe  did  great  service  to  humanity  simply  by 
developing  their  inborn  capacities.  Of  course  this  does 
not  imply  that  egoism  can  develop,  at  least  beyond 
some  rudimentary  stage,  without  the  corresponding 
development  of  altiruism.  But  it  is  certain  that  egoism 
should  not  be  absolutely  sacrificed  to  altruism. 

(2)  The  altruistic  duty  should  not  be  discharged 
in  such  a  wise  as  to  destroy  the  independence  of  others. 
If  my  act  weakens  their  independence  it  is  not  only 
not  beneficent  but  positively  evil.  "Self-reliance,"'  says 
Dr.  Paulsen,  "is  a  general  precondition  of  a  healthy  and 
normal  life.  The  object  of  all  help  is,  after  all,  to  make 
help  superfluous."  Prof.  James  Seth  observes :  "Un- 
wise kindness  is  not  kindness, — that,  for  example,  of 
the  indulgent  parent,  teacher  or  friend,  of  blind  philan- 
thropy, of  indiscrimiii.ite  charity.  The  vice  of  such  con- 
duct is  that  it  destroys  the  self-reliance  and  self-depenn 
dence  of  the  individual  so  blindly  Moved.'  The  only 
true  benevolence  is  that  which    helps    another   to   help 
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himself ;  which,  by  the  very  aid  it  gives,  inspires  in   the  i 
recipient  a  new    sense    of  his    own   responsibility,   and 
rouses  him  to  a  better  life."     (Ethics,  p.  277). 

(3)  Finally,  the  restriction  of  the  universal  duty  of 
Love  of  neighbour  is  necessitated  by  our  "special  duties 
towards  special  neighbours}'  All  persons  have  no  equal 
claim  to  our  sympathy  and  help.  Those  who  are 
closely  related  to  us — our  children,  parent,  relatives, 
friends,  servants,  next-door  neighbours  &c. — have- 
much  better  claim  upon  us  than  the  persons  who  are 
remotely  related  to  us  or  who  are  our  neighbours  in  the 
sense- that  they  live  in  the  same  country,  or  are  members 
of  the  human  Brotherhood.  The  duty  toward  the 
former  is  our  near  duty,  whereas  the  duty  toward  the 
latter  is  our  remote  duty  ;  we  are  bobnd  to  do  the  near 
duties  first,  then  the  remote  or  supererogatory.  Hencf- 
the  degree  of  our  neighbours'  claim  to  our  beneficence 
is  determined  by  the  proximity  of  their  relations  to  us. 
Here  also,  as  we  know  the  needs  of  those  who  are 
near  to  us  much  better  than  the  needs  of  the  strangers, 
we  are  in  e  far  better  position  to  assist  the  former  more 
effectually  than  the  latter.  In  this  way  "the  virtue  of 
charity  or  love  of  neighboui  is  confined  to  fixed  channel 
as  it  were,  through  which  it  flows  as  a  permanent 
stream  and  fructifies  its  banks," 

We  may  now  state  the  formula,  of  the  Love  of 
neighbour  in  its  final  form  :  always  try  your  utmost  to 
promote  the  well-being  of  others  "in  so  far  as  this  can  be 
done  without  neglecting  the  problems  of  your  own  life, 
without  violating  the  special  duties  which  arise  from  your 
Special  relations  to  individuals  and  collective   bodies  and 
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finally  without  weakening  the    self-reliance   of  others," 
(Dr.  Paulsen). 

Relation    between   Justice  and    Love  of 

neig'ta.bour  : — Although  Justice  and  Love  of  neighbour 

are  two  phases  of  Benevolence,  they  are   closely  related 

to  each  other.  The  relation  between  them  is  the  same  as 

the  relation  between  temperance  and  culture  ;  as  the  true 

■culture  implies  temperance,  so  the  true  love  of  neighbour 

implies  Justice.     Justice  is   thus    the   basis   of  Love  of 

neighbour.     We  cannot  be  generous  to  a  man    without 

first  being  just  to  him  ;  as    we   cannot    attain    a    higher 

power  without  first  exercising  a  lower,  so  we  cannot   do 

what  is  truly  beneficent  to    a    man    without    first    doing 

■what   is    just    to    him;    an    unjust  act  of  beneficence  is 

no  beneficence  at  all — an  act    of  beneficence   which    is 

injurious  to  his  true  well-being,  or  retards    the    progress 

of  his  moral  life,  is  positively  evil,  is  unjust  to  him.    The 

reasons  are  obvious:    we  have  found  above  that  Justice 

means    abstinence    from    doing    harm  to  others,  and  we 

Teally  do  harm  to    others    when    our    beneficence  is  not 

'  based  upon  the  true  conception  of  his  well-being.  Hence 

promiscuous,   unenlightened    Loveis  harmful  and  conse- 

■quently  unjust.   The  true  Love  is  thus  the  higher  Justice, 

''justice  made  perfect."    The    philanthropy    whether   of 

the  State  or  of  the  individual  must    therefore    be    based 

upon  the  true  Justice.     The    most   familiar   instance  of 

Love  of  neighbour  is    "charity"  or    "almsgiving,"    which 

has  been  ''magnified  as  the  grand  social   virtue."  But   in 

most  cases  it  coexists  with  the  utmost  injustice  to  those 

who  are    its   objects.     Christianity    has    magnified   this 

virtue  to  such  an  extent  that  it  has  "apparently  accepted 
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the  evil  as  permanent  and  inevitable,  or  has  even 
welcomed  it  as  the  great  opportunity  of  the  moral  life." 
The  poverty  of  the  poor  has  been  regarded  as  the 
splendid  field  for  the  exercise  of  the  virtue  of  Love 
of  neighbour.  And  it  fails  to  see  that  the  poverty  of 
the  poor  is,  in  the  most  instances,  the  result  of 
injustice.  The  greater  part  of  the  sufferings  and, 
miseries  of  the  people  w^hich  give  a  few  the  opportunity 
for  charity  is  really  social  inequities,  arising  out  of 
causes  which  may  be  remedied.  Justice  requires  the 
radical  improvement  of  sOch  cause.  Charity  removes 
only  the  external  effects  of  those  inequities,  without 
remedying  the  root  causes.  Hence  charity  is  not 
necessarily  and  always  the  expression  of  true  beneficence. 
Promiscuous  charity  does  harm  more  than  good ;  it 
sometimes  destroys  the  spirit  of  self-dependence,  by 
begetting  thp  spirit  of  other-dependence.  Prof  James  Seth 
has,  therefore;  truly  observea  :  "When  all  have  justice, 
those  who  now  need  help  will  fae  independent  of  it,  and 
men  will  learn  at  last  that  the  best  help  one  man  can 
give  to  another'is  to  help  him  to  help  himself.  It  is 
because  we  have  really  given  our  fellows  less  than 
justice  that  we  have  seemed  to  give  them  more." 
(Ethics,  p.  27s). 

The  closeness  of  the  relation  between  Justice  and 
LoVe  will  be  more  evident  if  we  consider  the  real 
nature  of  Justice.  What  is  Justice  .?  It  is  "to  recognise 
in  our  fellow  man  an  alter  ego,  and  to  love  our  neighbour 
as  ourselves.  It  is  the  principle  of  moral  equality — that 
each  shall  count  for  one  and  no  one  for  more 
than   one"   (Ibid);    or   in   other   words   it   is  to  regard 
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every  man  as  a  person,  an  end-in-himself. '  Justice 
is  therefore,  in  its  true  form,  another  name  for  fraternity 
or  brotherhood  ;  Justice  and  Love  are,  thus,  inseparable 
— they  are  two  aspects  of  the  same  virtue. 

Justice  and  Love  being  thus  essentially  identical, 
they  operate  in  the  same  sphere — the  sphere  of  society 
or  of  the  Stat^.  But,  yet,  here  too,  they  are  not  equally 
conspicuous.  In  the  social  or  political  sphere  Justice 
is  more  prominent  than  Love  whilst  in  the  sphere  of- 
individual  men  Love  is  more  prominent  than  Justice. 
As  prof.  James  Seth  has  truly  observed  :  "The  State 
is  the  sphere  of  Justice,  and  in  the  eyes  of  the  State 
all  its  citizens  are  alike — each  counts  for  one,  and  no 
one  for  more  than  one.  The  peculiar  sphere  of  benevo- 
lence (i.  e.  love  of  neighbour)  or  the  higher  justice 
is  that  of  private  and  domestic  life,  and  of  the  non- 
political  association  of  individuals."  (Ibi^,  p.  276^. 
For  this  individual  characteristic  of  the  virtue  of 
Love  of  neighbour  the  Greeks  called  it  Friendship ; 
and  Aristotle  thought  that  a  man  cannot  have 
more  than  one  alter  ego.  The  modei'n  conception 
-of  the  virtue  of  Love  is  differeht ;  it  singles  out 
not  an  individual  only,  but  whole  "humanity."  But  in 
both  the  cases  the  virtue  means  brotherliness  ox  fellow- 
ship. From  these  considerations  it  is  manifest  that 
Justice  emphasizes  only  one  side  of  man,  viz.  his 
personal  or  universal  side  from  the  standpoint  of  which 
all  men  are  equal ;  whereas  Love  emphasizes  another, 
•viz.  his  individual  side  from  the  standpoint  of  which 
all  men  are  unequal  or  unique.  But  both  are  reconciled 
in  a  higher  virtue,  the  virtue  of  Benevplence  which  may 
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be  called  the  higher  or  perfect  Justice.  "  Benevolence 
is  more  just  than  justice,  because  it  is  enlightened  by 
the  insight  into  that  '  inequality  '  and  uniqueness  of 
individuals  which  is  no  less  real  than  the  '  equality  '  of 
persons."     (Ibid,  p.  276). 

Veracity: — Veracity  is  a  form  of  Benevolence; 
it  is  that  form  which  manifests  itself  in  the  communica- 
tion of  thoughts.  Veracity,  like  Benevolence,  has  two 
aspects  :  a  negative  aspect  and  a  positive.  The  former 
corresponds,  to  Justice  and  may  be  expressed  in  the 
form,  "  Thou  shall  not  lie  "  ;  the  latter  corresponds  to 
Love  of  neighbour  'and  may  be  expressed  in  the  form, 
"  Setve  thy  neighbour  with  the  truth!' 

(i)  We  have  already  discussed  the  meaning  and 
%z.o^&  o{  XhaiQTnwxXa."  Thou  shall  not  lie!'  (See.  Chap. 
Ill,  pp.  77-78).  The  violation  of  this  negative  side  of 
the  virtue  of  Veracity  gives  rise  to  the  vice  of  lying. 
Lying  is  usually  defined  as  willingly  and  wittingly 
speaking  an  untruth  for  deceiving  others.  But  it  should 
be,  remembered  that  we  may  lie  to  deceive  others  not 
only  by  spoken  or  written  words  but  also  by  our  acts, 
jestures  and  silence.  If  we  act  in  such  a  wise  as  to 
show  what  we  do  not  mean  to  show,  we  lie  ;  if  we  fail 
to  contradict  what  is  not  true  by  keeping  silence  either 
for  want  of  courage  or  for  fear  of  being  disliked  or 
blamed,  we  lie  ;  if  our  jestures  mean  something  other 
than  what  we  care  to  show,  we  lie.  Equivocation  is  a 
favourite  form  of  lying ;  another  favourite  form  of  lying, 
developed  specially  by  politicians,  historians,  reviewers, 
&c.  is  "  to  let  the  facts,  themselves  lie."  They  do  not 
faithfully  represent  the  whole  question,  but  misrepresent 
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one  side  of  it,  representing  the  other  in  a  way  that 
suits  their  purpose ;  they  usually  quote  some  words 
or  phrases  spoken  or  written  about  it  by  its  defenders 
or  refuters,  and  arrive  at  a  solution  as  fictitious  as 
possible.  Thus  by  skilful  selection  and  arrang-ement 
they  make  anything  out  of  everything.  "  All  these 
things,"  observes  Dr.  Paulsen.  "  come  under  the  head 
of  falsehood  :  tp  He  means  to  influence  others  to  accept 
views  which  you  do  not  regard  as  true  yourself,  by 
means  of  speech  or  silence,  by  simulation  or  dissimula- 
tion, and  by  the  selection  and  arrangements  of  facts." 

The  most  despicable  and  venomous  form  of  lying 
is  calumny;  it  maybe  defined  "as  the  murderous 
attack  of  the  assassin  upon  the  ideal  self  of  another." 
Another  modified  form  of  lying  is  flattery.  Flattery  is 
apparently  pleasing,  but  really  repulsive,  because  it 
deceives  its  victim  under  the  guise  of  friendship ;  it  is 
like  a  pot  of  poison  having  nectar  in  its  mouth — it 
whoUy^demoralises  both  the  flatterer  -and  the  person 
flattered.  Hypocrisy  is  a  form  of  flattery.  The  basis 
of  hypocrisy  is  self-conceit ;  it  is  an  attempt  to  show 
oneself  what  one  is  really  not.  "  Falsehood  raised  to 
the  highest  power  \%  perjury.  It  is  the  lie  accompanied 
by  the  formal  and  solemn  assurance  that  it  is  the  truth. 
Perjury  has  everywhere  and  always  been  regarded  as 
one  of-  the  greatest  crimes,  as  a  sign  of  extreme 
viciousness  and  baseness."     (Dr.  Paulsen). 

Now  an  important  question  suggests  itself :  Why 
is  lying  morally  wrong  ?  The  intuitionists  answer  that 
lying  is'  vice,  that  it  is  inherently  wrong  and  disgrace- 
ful.    According  to  Kant  Veracity  is  a  duty  to  self,  and 


MORAL   PHILOSOPHY,  145 

falsehood  is  the  violation  of  it, — the  abandonment,  of 
one's  dignity  as  man ;  so  he  assimilates  it  to  suicide, 
for  as  suicide  destroys  our  physical  life,  so  lying 
destroys  our  moral  life,  our  dignity  as  man.  But  the 
real  ground  for  which  we  condemn  falsehood  is  that  the 
consequences  produced  by  it  are  subversive  of  our 
social  life,  falsehood  is  deception  and  is  thus  allied  to 
injustice ;  its  effects  tend  to  destroy  faith  and  con- 
fidence among  men,  and  therefore  subverts  our  social 
life :  besides,  lying  is  a  mark  of  cowardice  ;  a  coward 
will  lie,  because  he  dares  not  face  the  situation  directly, 
but  a  brave  man  will  not  lie  in  the  same  situation  ; 
lying  is  thus  mean  and  despicable. 

The  lie  of  necessity  : — Now,  another  important 
question  is  :  Is  lying  always  and  under  all  circumstances 
morally  wrong,  or  are  there  circumstances  in  which  it 
is  permissible  and  even  morally  necessary  ?  This  is 
undoubtedly  a  perplexing  question,  but  a  question 
which  every  moral  philosopher  should  answer  satisfac- 
torily. In  our  ordinary  judgments  and  actions  we 
recognise  the  necessity  of  the  "  necessary  lie!'  But  there 
is  a  great  deal  of  dispute  among  philosophers  with 
regard  to  this  question.  Most  of  the  intuitionists, 
particularly  Kant,  would  condemn  falsehood  uncon- 
ditionally. Kant  observes  :  intentional  lying  is,  under 
all  circumstances,  "  by  its  mere  form,  a  crime  of  man 
against  his  own  person,  and  a  baseness  which  must 
make  a  man  despicable  in  his  own  eyes."  Fichtd  once 
said :  "  I  would  not  break  my  word  even  to  save 
humanity."  But  this  theory  is  contradicted  by  common 
experience ;  and  its  rigorism  is  based  upon  the  rigoristic 
i8 
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view  of  morality  as  held  by  this  class  of  ethical  writers. 
But  we  have  found  in  the  sixth  chapter  of  Book  II, 
that  only  the  teleological  ethics  offers  the  true  explana- 
tion of  a  moral  phenomenon  ;  and  by  following  its 
teachings  we  do  not  find  any  difficulty  in  explaining 
the  question  under  consideratioh.  If  the  ultimate 
standard  of  the  morality  of  an  act  is  its  conduciveness 
to  the  common  good,  it  is  evident  that  an  act  of  lying 
is  bad  when  it  produces  effects  which  destroy  or  tend 
to  destroy  mutual  confidence  and  thus  disintegrate  or 
tend  to  disintegrate  the  social  organisation  ;  but  when 
the  act  does  not  produce  such  effects  it  is  certainly  not 
bad.  For  instance,  to  deceive  a  robber,  an  assassin, 
an  enemy  with  arms  in  hands,  by  lying  is  not  morally 
reprehensible.  The  reasons  are  obvious  :  here  the  act 
of  lying  produces  effects  which  conduce  to  the  well- 
being  of  the  self  or  others,  without  destroying  mutual 
confidence  and  leading  to  the  disintegration  of  society. 
Even  such  an  uncompromising  rigorist  as  Dr.  Martineau 
admits  the  justifiability  of  lying  in  these  instances. 
(See  Bk.  I,  pp.  145-S0). 

(2)  The  positive  side  of  Veracity  corresponds  to 
Love  of  neighbour.  As  the  negative  side  of  Veracity  is 
concerned  with  the  expression  of  truth,  so  the  positive 
side  is  concerned  with  the  communication  of  truth. 
It  is  described  in  the  form,  "  Serve  thy  neighbour  with 
the  truth"  This  is  no  less  a  bounden  duty  than  the 
former :  because  our  action  and  therefore  our  welfare 
depend,  to  a  considerable  extent,  upon  the  knowledge 
of  truth ;  and  such  knowledge  we  are  not  always ". 
competent   to   acquire   for   ourselves,  but  mustr  eceive 
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from  Others  who  possess  it.  Hence  the  faithful  com- 
munication of  truth  is  as  imperative  as  the  faithful 
expression  of  it.  This  side  of  Veracity  is,  as  we  have 
said,  allied  to  Love  of  neighbour,  for  the  true  Love  of 
neighbour  implies  that  we  should  faithfully  communicate 
truth  in  order  that  he  may  conduct  his  life  properly 
and  safely.  For  these  reasons  it  is  evident  that  the 
positive  Veracity  gives  real  meaning  and  value  to  the 
negative  :  we  should  not  tell  a  lie,  because  we  should 
faithfully  communicate  truth  to  others. ,  This  positive 
Veracity  manifests  itself  in  various  forms :  firstly,  in 
the  form  of  personal  intercourse  with  others,  such  as 
advice,  instruction, ,  admonition,  and  correction ; 
secondly,  in  the  form  oi  \h^  public  communication' of  the 
truth,  such  as  research,  teaching  and  preaching.  In  all 
these  we  should  as  faithfully  communicate  truth  as 
practicable. 

{J})  The  virtues  arising  out  of  the  duties  to  plants 
and  lower  animals  have  no  special  names ;  they  may 
be  included  in  Benevolence  in  its  higher  sense. 

{c)  The  religious  virtues  arising  out  of  the  duties 
toward  God  may  be  summed  up  in  Piety  which  includes 
not  only  the  love  of  God,  but  also  performance  of  deeds 
pleasing  to  Him.  (crfaii^  fl^fet^^fsi^lwi'SraT^si^)  This 
virtue  is  so  comprehensive  that  it  ernbraces  within  it§elf 
all  other  virtues.  Our  devotion  to  God  includes  our 
devotion  to  the  welfare  of  all  beings  :  it  is  the  devotion 
to  the  well-being  of  the  whole  universe  which  is  nothing 
but  His  manifestations.  To  be  true  to  God  is  to  be 
true  to  one's  own  self  as  well  as  to  other  beings.     Piety 
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is   therefore  the  highest  virtue  of  which  all  other  virtues 
are  different  forms  or  expressions. 

IX.  The  cardinal  virtues  .-—Plato  classified  the 
virtues  into  Wjsdom  or  Prudence,  Courage  or  Fortitude, 
Temperance  or  Self-restraint,  and  Justice  or  Righteous- 
ness. These  virtues  are  called  cardinal  virtues,  because 
they  are  supposed  to  be  those  upon  which  other  virtues 
hinge  or  depend,  (the  word  "  cardinal  "  is  derived  from 
Latin  cardo=)\inge').  Another  meaning  can  be  given 
to  the  term  "  cardinal "  as  used  here :  the  cardinal 
virtues  may  mean  those  virtues  which  represent  "  the 
general  elements  involved  in  all  virtuous  activities." 
Prof.  Dewey  accepts  the  latter  interpretation.  With 
him  "  cardinal  virtues  '  means  "  cardinal  or  indispens- 
able aspects  of  virtues  " — the  "  traits  essential  to  all 
morality,"  so  that  those  virtues  are  not  concrete  primary 
virtues  but  general  traits  of  all  concrete  particular 
virtues.  (See  Ethics,  p.  404),  Prof.  Alexander  also 
seems  to  countenance  this  view:  "  As  a  classification  of 
virtues,"  says  he,  "  it  is  a  mere  rough  scheme,  which 
serves  its  purpose  only  because  Justice  is  used  to  include 
every  thing  not  accounted  for  by  the  rest.  But  the 
real  value  of  the  scheme  does  not  lie  here,  but  in  its 
describing  certain  elements  which  are  present  in  all 
acts :  and  early  as  the  generalisation  is,  it  is  made  with  , 
an  instinctive  apprehension  of  the  most  important' 
aspects  of  conduct."  (Moral  Order  and  Progress, 
p.  250).  But  it  is  doubtful,  as  Prof.  Mackenzie  has 
observed,  "  whether  this  interpretation  of  the  term  is 
Sanctioned  by  the  best  usage." 


CHAPTER  V. 
Merit  and  Guilt. 
I.    Definition  of  Merit  and  Guilt:— Merit  is 

usually  defined  as  that  quality  of  virtue  by  which  a  man 
becomes  vforthy  of  a  reward  ;   and  Guilt  as  that  quality 
which    makes    him    worthy  of  punishment.     According 
to  this  definition  Merit  and  Guilt  are  relations  in  which 
an  agent  stands  to  reward  and  punishment  respectively. 
The  defect  of  this  definition  is  that  Merit  and  Guilt  are 
understood  by.  reference  to  some  external  considerations 
or  results  such  as    reward   and    punishment.     But  they 
should  be  understood  in  themselves    independently    of 
such   considerations.      Prof.    Paul    Janet   defines  Merit 
and    Guilt   thus  :    "I    give    the    name    of    merit   to   the 
voluntary   increase    of   our  interior  excellence  ;  that  of 
demerit,  to  the  voluntary  diminution  of  this  excellence. 
It  is  a  sort  of  moral  rise  and  fall  in  stocks,  to  borrow  a 
financial  term.     The  moral  worth  and  value  of  man  is 
an  effect  which,  like  economic  values,  may  rise  and  fall, 
doing  this  purely  by  the  will.     He  who  does  right  gains 
in  value  ;   he  has  merit ;  his  action  is  meritorious.     He 
who    does   wrong   loses   merit  :    his   action   is   one   of 
demerit."     But  "demerit  is  not  merely  the   absence,   or 
lack,  of  merit.     The  absence  of  merit  consists  in  doing 
neither  good  nor  evil,  which   is  the   case   in   indifferent 
actions.     Demerit   is    not   a   simple    negation,  a  defect, 
a  lack :  it  is,  so  to  speak,  what  is  called  in  mathematics 
a  negative    quantity,   which  is  not  a  mere  nothing  ;  for 
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a  debt  is  not  merely  a  not  having;  a  loss  is  not  merely 
a  non-acquisition.  These  are  minus  quantities. '  Demerit 
is,  then,  a  minus  merit,  a  real  loss,  a  diminution." 
(Theory  of  Morals,  p.  449). 

Dr.  Martineau  seems  to  entertain  a  view  different 
from  the  foregoing.  He  distinguishes  between  merit 
and  approval,  demerit  and  disapproval :  whatever  is 
right  is  approved,  and  whatever  is  wrong  is  disapproved  ; 
but  of  what  is  right  that  only  is  entitled  to  merit,  and  of 
what  is  wrong  that  only  to  demerit,  which  goes  beyond 
the  limits  of  Duty  or  Obligation.  Thus  he  divides  the 
whole  sphere  of  right  into  two  parts  :  the  one  part  is 
called  the  sphere  of  Duty,  and  the  other,  lying  beyond 
it,  the  sphere  of  virtue.  "Approval''  and  "disapproval" 
are  applied  to  the  former,  "merit"  and  "demerit"  to  the 
latter.  But  he  thinks  that  the  more  appropriate  term 
"desert"  should  be  employed  to  cover  what  lies  within 
the  field  of  Duty,  and  to  take  the  place  of  the  terms 
"approval"  and  "disapproval"  when  qualified  by  the 
epithets  "good"  and  "bad."  He  then  uses  the  terms 
good  and  ill  desert  to  include  "what  lies  within  the 
sphere  of  pledged  duty,"  and  reserves  the  word  "merit" 
for  what  lies  beyond  it.''  (See  Types  of  Ethical  Theory, 
vol.  n,  p.  245). 

The  distinction  between  these  two  theories  is 
essential.  With  Prof.  Janet  the  sphere  of  merit  is 
co-extensive  with  the  sphere  of  right — whatever  is  right 
is  meritorious  ;  while  with  Dr.  Martineau  the  sphere  of 
merit  is  not  co-extensive  with  the  sphere  of  right,  but 
only  with  a  part  of  it,  viz.,  the  sphere  of  virtue  which 
lies  beyond    the   sphere    of    Duty  or  Obligation.     The 
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latter  theory  seems  to  me  erroneous  ;  for  the  distinction 
between  the  sphere  of  duty  understood  as  the  "duty  of 
perfect  obligation"  and  the  sphere  of  virtue  understood , 
as   the   "duty  of   imperfect  obligation"  is  untenable  for 
reasons  which  have  been  described  in  §  III  of  the   last 
chapter.     In    the   course   of  the  criticism  of  this  latter 
theory  Prof.  Janet  has  remarked  :    "In    my    view,    there 
are   no   purely   meritorious  actions  which  would  not  be 
obligatory,  and  there  are   no    obligatory    actions    which 
would   not   be    meritorious."     (Ibid,  p.  450).      Here  he 
makes  the  sphere  of    duty   or    obligation    co-extensive 
with    that    of    the   meritorious;  and   previously  he  has 
made  the  sphere  of  the    meritorious   co-extensive   with 
that    of    the    right  :    thus,  according  to  him,  the  three 
spheres  of  the  right,  the  obligatory  and  the  meritorious 
are  co-extensive. 

We  shall  consider  another  theory  of  merit  consider- 
ably different  from  the  foregoing.  This  is  the  theory  of 
merit  as  given  by  Sir   Leslie    Stephen,   which    may  be 

summarised    as   follows:  "The  moral  code is  briefly 

a  statement  of  the  conditions  of  the  social  vitality.  A 
man    is    said    to    do    his  duty  when  he  obeys  this  code. 

He  has  merit  in  so  far  as  he  obeys  the  law  ; He 

is  under  an  obligation,  again,  to  obey  the  law,  as  merit 
implies  the  fulfilment  of  the  obligation.  He  is  virtuous 
so  far  as  his  character  secures  that  his  conduct   shall    be 

invariably  in  conformity  with    the    law; Merit 

clearly   implies   a    close  connection  with  virtue." 

But  the  terms  "merit"  and  "virtue"  are  not,  however, 
strictly  synonymous.  Two  distinctions  may  be  drawn 
between  them:    (i)  "Merit  is  the  value  set  upon  virtue" 
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"The  conception  of  merit  lias  thus  a  close  analogy  to 
the  economical  conception  of  value.  We  have  to 
distinguish  between  the  merit  and  the  intrinsic  virtue 
of  an  action  as  economists  distinguish  between  the  value 
of  any   commodity   as  equivalent  to  its  intrinsic  utility 

and  what  is  called  the  value  in  exchange But 

the  value  in  exchange  depends  upon  the  difficulty  of 
attainment,  and  in  the  ordinary  case,  gravitates  towards 
a  certain  average  standard,  dependent  upon  the  various 
processes  which  constitute  the  industrial  life  of  a 
community.  The  same  statements  may  be  made  in 
regard  to  virtue  and  merit.  Benevolence,  we  may  say, 
is  always  benevolence,  'and  truthfulness,  truthfulness } 
but  the  estimate  set  upon  these  may   vary   within   wide 

limits Thus,  we  may  suppose  that  whilst  the 

scale  of  duty  remains  fixed,  the  zero  point  of  merit 
may  shift  upwards  or  downwards  according  to  circums- 
tance      Merit  thus  carries  with  it  a  reference  to 

an  assumed  average  standard  of  conduct,  and  accrues 
to  the  agent  in  proportion  as  he  reaches  that  standard. 
Absolute  merit,  if  the  phrase  may  be  used,  means  a  man's 
virtue,  considered  abstractedly  from  the  social  state  and 
the  difficulty  of  attaining  it,  whilst  merit,  in  the  more 
ordinary  sense,  takes  those  conditions  into  account. 
The  sober  man  is  in  the  first  sense  equally  meritorious 
everywhere,  because  he  everywhere  shows  the  same 
quality ;  but  sobriety  may  be  called  more  meritorious 
in  England  than  in  a  temperate  country,  because  the 
average  standard  of  temperance  is  lower."  (Science  of 
Ethics,  pp.  258-60).  (2)  "Merit  is  proved  virtue"  "We 
can  only  know  a  man's  character  through  his  actions. 
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We  could  not  know  for  certain  that  Leonidas  was  a 
brave    man    until   he   had  fallen  at  Thermopylae,  for  we 

cannot  see  a  man's  bravery We  are  quite  right 

for  honouring  a  man  more  who  has  given  proofs  of 
courage  by  his  behaviour  under  danger  than  one  whose 
courage  is  only  inferred  from  more  indirect  inferences. 
If,  then,  we  mean  by  merit  proved  virtue  we  may  admit 
that  of  two  equally  virtuous  men  one  may  have  more 
merit  than  another.  We  mean,  not  that  he  has  more 
virtue,  but  that  he  has  shown  more."  Again,  "a  man 
may  be  equally  virtuous  whether  he  has  or  has  not  had 
opportunities  of  showing  his  good  qualities  ;  his  intrinsic 
merit,  therefore,  is  unaffected-  But  if  by  merit  we  mean 
the  established  cjaim  upon  our  respect,  his  merit  will, 
of  course,  be  increased  according  to  the  opportunities 
of  manifestations.  There  may  have  been  a  hundred 
men  in  the  English  fleet  as  brave  as  Nelson,-  but  honour 
could  only  be  paid  to  the  one  who  had  shown  his  valour. 
That  only  .shows  that  honour  in  the  world  cannot  be 
proportioned  to  the  merit  absolutely,  but  only  to  the 
merit  which  has  become  known."     (Ibid,  p.  262). 

We  should  mark  two  important  points  in  the  above 
theory.  In  the  first  place,  merit  is  connected  with 
virtue,  not  with  duty.  In  the  second  place,  "its 
amount  is  measured  by  its  marketable  value,  and  is 
dependent  on  the  opinions  and  wants  of  others,  not  on 
conditions  personal  to  the  agent  himself."  There  is 
also  a  confusion.  Merit  is,  at  first,  connected  with  duty 
.  and  conceived  of  as  "the  fulfilment  of  obligation."  But 
later  on  it  is  connected  with  virtue  and  conceived  of  as 
the  value  of  it.     We  shall  consider  the  tenability  of  the 
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second  point  in  another  connection.  Here  we  shall 
consider  whether,  merit  ought  to  be  connected  with 
duty,  or  virtue,  or  with  both. 

We  have  got  two  theories.  According  to  Prof. 
Janet  merit  is  connected  with  right  and  duty  ;  and 
whatever  is  right  or  obligatory  is  meritorious  :. whilst  Sir 
Leslie  Stephen  connects  merit  with  virtue  and  holds 
that  whatever  is  virtuous  is  meritorious.  Which  of  these 
theories  is  th^  correct  one  ?  To  determine  that  we 
should  take  into  consideration  the  relation  as  well  as 
the  distinction  between  duty  and  virtue.  Virtue,  as 
we  have  found  in  the  last  chapter,  arises  out  of  duty  ; 
it  is  habit  of  doing  duty.  Thus  duty  and  virtue  are 
closely  connected  with  each  other.  But  they  are  still 
distinct:  an  act  of  duty  is  sporadic,  isolated,  while  an 
act  of  virtue  is  habitual,  an  external  expression  of  a 
habitual  disposition.  If  in  a  particular  instance  I  give 
alms  to  a  poor,  I  do  my  duty  ;  but  if  in  a// instances 
I  give  alms  to  the  poor,  I  have  cultivated  the  virtue  of 
charity.  Again,  the  essence  of  duty  consists  in  a 
strife  between  the  higher  and  the  lower  self,  between 
reason  and  inclinations  ;  whilst  there  is  no  such  strife 
in  virtue  ;  virtue  itself  is  an  impluse  acquired  by  a  series 
of  acts  of  duty.  Thus  the  sphere  of  duty  is  the  sphere 
■of  the  voluntary,  whereas  the  sphere  of  virtue  is  the 
sphere  of  the  involuntary  or  the  spontaneous  ;  duty 
implies  that  by  the  free  exercise  of  the  will  we  should " 
control  the  lower  impulses  in  order  to  allow  reason  to 
prevail  ;  while  virtue  implies  that  the  strife  has  already 
disappeared  and  we  spontaneously  do  our  duty.  There- 
fore the  life  of  duty  is  a  life  of  struggle,   difficulty,   up- 
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hill  march  ;  whereas  the  life  of  virtue  is  a  life  of  peace, 
harmonjsation,  smooth  progress.  Now  it  cannot  be 
denied  that  for  the  overcoming  of  such  struggle  and 
difficulty  a  man  deserves  something.  The  term  "merit" 
is  generally  used  to  express  this  fact — to  indicate  that 
by  doing  his  duty,  by  overcoming  the  struggle  and 
difficulty  occasioned  by  the  opposition  of  inclinations  to 
reason,  he  has  deserved  or  earned  something.  In  this 
way  merit  is  connected  with  duty.  And  this  is  ad- 
mitted by  Sir  Leslie  Stephen.  He  says  :  "We  assume, 
in  fact,  that  merit  can  only  attach  to  voluntary  conduct  ; 
-for  that  is  the  same  thing  as  to  say  that  it  attaches  to 
the  character.  Conduct  which  does  not  spring  from 
motives  or  from  character  is  not,  properly  speaking, 
conduct  at  all.  A  man  is  not  truly  an  agent  in 
matters  in  which  he  is  passive,  i  In  the  next  place, 
merit,  as  we  have  seen,  has  a  reference  to  a  certain 
assumed  standard  :  a  man  is  more  or  less  meritorious  as 
he  is  above  or  below  the  ordinary  standard  in  respect 
of  virtue.  Therefore  conduct  has  positive  merit  only 
in  so  far  as  it  is  more  or  less  difficult  for  the  average 
man.  Thirdly,  the  criterion  of  merit  is  that  the  motive 
implied  should  be  truly  virtuous  ;  that  is,  that  its  agent 
is  so  far  in  conformity  with  the  moral  type.  Now 
these  conditions  are  frequently  expressed  by  saying 
that  merit  implies  free-will,  that  it  implies  effort,  and 
that  it  implies  a  love  of  right  for  the  sake  of  right.  A 
man  can  have  no  merit  so  far  as  he  acts  under  com- 
pulsion, or  without  difficulty,  or  from  some  other 
motive  than  a  love  of  virtue."  (Science  of  Ethics,  pp. 
366-67).     Here   he   evidently    uses  the  term  "virtue"  in 
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the  sense  of  duty,  for  the  conception^  of  "voluntary 
conduct,"  "free-will"  "effort,"  "difficulty,"  &c.  are  involved 
in  the  conception  of  duty,  not  of  virtue. 

Sir  Leslie  Stephen,  as  we  have   said,    attaches    merit 
to    virtue.     But    he    seems  to  have  no  clear  and  definite 
idea  of  virtue.     In  §  3  of  his  chapter  on  Merit  he  defines 
virtue  thus  :  "He    is    virtuous   so    far    as    his    character 
secures  that  his  conduct  shall  be  invariably  in  conformi- 
ty with  the  law."     Here    he   conceives  virtue  as  a  hahit, 
because   "invariably"    means   "habitually."     But   in  the' 
foregoing   quotation  he  evidently  uses  virtue  as  equiva- 
lent to  duty.     So  that  it  is  not  clear  whether  he  attaches 
merit  to    duty   or    to   virtue.     But,    leaving    his    theory 
aside,  we  should  still  consider  whether  merit  may  attach 
to   virtue,     I   say  it  may.     The  reasons  are  these.     We 
cultivate  a  virtue  through  a   series  of  acts  of  duty  each 
of  which   is    meritorious.     Now,    if   each  act  of  duty  is 
meritorious,  because  it  requires  the  overcoming  of  strug- 
gle  and    difficulty,  each  act  of  virtue  is  also  meritorious, ' 
because  the  cultivation   of  the   virtue   has    already   in- 
volved  the   overcoming   of  such  struggle  and  difficulty. 
If  we  are  responsible  for  each  sporadic  voluntary  action, 
we   are  equally   responsible   for  a  habit  of  such  actions. 
Therefore    we    are    as  responsible  for  an  act  of  virtue  as 
we  are  for  an  act  of  duty.     Again,   as   we   have   found, 
virtues  change  and  develop  with  the  changed  conditions 
of   the   individual   and  society.    (See  last  chapter,  §§  v 
&  vi).     So  that  virtues  in    the    course    of  their    change 
and   development  involve   the   overcoming    of    further 
struggle   and   difficulty.     Thus  virtues  involve  the  over- 
coming of  struggle  and   difficulty   in    two  ways.     Both 
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the  cultivation  and  development  of  virtues  require 
such  struggle -and  difficulty.  Hence  rtierit  should  attach 
to  virtue  also ;  the  virtuous  act  should  also  be  meri- 
torious.    (See  also  the  last  paragraph  of  this  chapter). 

We  therefore  conclude  :  a  man  earns  merit  when  he 
acts  rightly  ;  but  a  right  or  good  act  may  be  sporadic 
such  as  an  act  of  duty,  or  habitual  such  as  an  act  of 
virtue.  Merit  is  attached  to  right  act  because  it 
requires  the  overcoming  of  struggle  and  difficulty 
occasioned  by  the  opposition  of  inclinations  to  reason. 
Though  this  opposition  disappears  in  a  virtuous  act,  yet 
the  possibility  of  such  an  act  requires  the  previous  over- 
coming of  such  struggle  and  difficulty;  and  requires 
the  overcoming  of  further  struggle  and  difficulty  occasi- 
oned by  the  change  and  development  of  the  virtues 
themselves.  In  this  way  merit  is  attached  to  both  duty 
and  virtue.  But  as  the  spheres  of  duty  and  .virtue 
completely  cover  the  sphere  of  the  right,  we  can 
generally  say,  with  Prof.  -  Janet,  that  whatever  is  right 
is  meritorious,  and  that  whatever  is  wrong  is  guilty. 

II.    Degrees  of  merit  and  Guilt.  .—We  have 

said  that  whatever  is  obligatory  or  virtuous  is  meritori- 
ous, and  whatever  is  the  opposite  is  guilty.  This  does 
not  imply  that  merit  and  guilt  do  not  admit  of  degrees  ; 
and  that  all  good  actions  are  equally  meritorious.  There 
are  comparative  degrees  of  obligation  and  goodness. 
One  action  may  be  more  obligatory  or  better  than 
another,  though  both  of  them  are  obligatory  or  good. 
Thus,  if  I  give  a  few  pice  to  a  beggar  I  do  what  is 
obligatory  or  good,  and  if  I  save  his  life  from  danger 
I  do  also  what  is  obligatory  or  good ;   but  it    must   be 
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admitted  that  these  two  acts  are  not  equally  obligatory 
or  good.  Again,  if  I  unnecessarily  injure  a  man  slightly, 
I  act  wrongly  ;  and  if  I  murder  a  man,  I  act  also  wrong- 
ly :  but  these  two  acts  are  not  equally  wrong.  (See  also 
Bk.  I,  pp.  93 — 94).  Similarly  there  are  comparative 
degrees  of  merit  and  guilt.  All  acts  are  "not  equally 
meritorious  or  guilty.  We  have  found  that  merit  or 
guilt  is  attached  to  actions  according  as  the  agent  over- 
comes or  yields  to  the  struggle  and  diiFiculty  raised  by 
the  opposition  of  inclinations  to  reason,  or  by  the 
req^uirements  of  the  change  and  development  of  virtuea 
themselves.  Here  we  should  clear  one  point.  Sometimes 
the  struggle  and  difficulty  are  found  to  arise  from  the 
presence  of  unfavourable  extraneous  circumstances,  or 
from  what  Sir  Leslie  Stephen  calls  "extrinsic  motives," 
or  "external  influences"  or  "temptations,"  e.  g.  bribes, 
threats,  dangers,  &c.  But  the  extraneous  circumstances 
influence  our  action  only  by  exciting  corresponding 
inclinations  in  the  mind.  Thus,  "bribes"  act  upon  us 
by  exciting  covetousness ;  "threats,"  by  exciting /mrj. 
So  that  in  all  instances  struggle  and  difficulties  come 
from  the  opposition  between  inclinations  and  reason,  or 
from  what- Sir  Leslie  Stephen  calls  "internal  motives." 
Struggle  and  difficulties  are,  therefore,  always  internal. 
III.    Measurement  of  Merit  and  Guilt  :— 

now  the  question  is  how  do  we  measure  the  degrees  of 
merit  and  guilt  ?  For"  the  sake  of  convenience  we  shall 
answer  the  question  separately  in  the  cases  of  duty  and> 
virtue,  (i).  In  the  sphere  of  duty,  («)  the  rule  for 
measuring  the  degrees  of  merit  will  be  this  :  the  degrees 
of  merit  are  proportioned  to  the  degrees   of    the   intensity 
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and  amount  of  difficulty  required  to  be  overcome  for  the 
performance  of  a  duty,  and  also  to  the  importance  or 
intrinsic  value  of  it.  That  the  degrees  of  merit  depend,, 
not  upon  the  degrees  of  obligation,  but  upon  the 
degrees  of  difficulty  overcome,  may  be  proved  by  the 
fact  that  when  an  obligatory  act  is  more  difficult  it 
brings  greater  merit  than  what  it  ordinarily  does,  or 
than  what  it  does  when  it  is  easy.  Take  Justice  as  an 
instance.  Every  man  is  bound  to  give  to  each  one  his 
due.  Suppose  I  am  enjoying  a  large  fortune  without 
knowing  that  it  belongs  to  another  ;  after  a  long  time 
I  come  to  know  the  fact ;  being  a  well-to-do  man  I  easily 
give  it  away  to  its  real  owner.  Here  I  do  what  is  just, 
and  earn  merit  thereby.  But  suppose  that  I  am  a  man 
who  can  hardly  afford  to  give  it  away  ;  if,  still,  I  give  it 
away,  I  act  justly ;  but  I  do  it  at  some  cost,  after  over- 
coming some  struggle  and  difficulty :  my  merit  will 
therefore  be  greater  than  before.  Suppose  a  more 
difficult  situation :  I  am  very  old  ;  I  have  none  else 
to  help  me  ;  if  I  part  with  the  fortune,  I  am  sure  to  die 
of  starvation  ;  still,  I  return  it  to  its  owner.  Am  I  not 
entitled  to  more  merit?  Certainly  I  am.  Invent  all 
kinds  of  circumstances  thab  will  make  the  act  far 
morQ  difficult,  and  you  will  see  that  the  degrees  of  merit 
are  proportioned  to  the  degrees  of  difficulty  overcome. 

It  is  not  difficulty  alone  but  also  the  importance  of 
the  duty  that  determines  the  degree  of  merit.  All  duties 
are  not  equally  important.  The  near  duties  or  the 
duties  attached  to  my  station  are  more  important, 
because  more  obligatory,  than  the  remote  duties.  The 
duty  of  taking  care  of  one's  own  family  is  more  bounden 
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than  the  duty  of  taking  care  of  others.  The  duty  of 
saving  one's  life  from  danger  and  destruction  is  far 
more  important  than  the  duty  of  helping  one  in  one's 
•ordinary  needs.  The  duty  of  educating  oneself  properly 
is  more  bounden  than  the  duty  of  educating  others. 
So  that  the  element  of  importance  or  intrinsic  value  of 
the  duty  is  no  less  essential  than  its  difiSculty  to 
■determine  the  degree  of  merit. 

(b)     Now,   as    to  guilt    or    demerit.     The   rule    for 
measuring  the  degrees  of  guilt  is  different.     It    is    this  : 
the  degrees  of  demerit  are  proportioned  to   the  degrees  of 
"importance  of  the  duties  and  the   ease   with   which   they 
might  be  accomplished!'    "This   is   why   demerit   is,  in 
one  sense,  the  reverse  of  merit.     When    an    action    has 
-very  little  merit,  the  reverse  of  that   action    would   have 
very  great  demerit,  and  conversely."  (Theory  of  Morals, 
pp.  451-52).     Let  us  explain  the  rule  by   some   illustra- 
tions.    It  is  the  duty  of  a  judge   to   administer  justice 
impartially.     As   in    ordinary   instances   there   is   little 
temptation  to  do  otherwise,  he  does  it  easily.     The  duty 
is  both  important  and  easy.     Under  these  circumstances 
if  he  does   what   is  just,   his   merit  is  small  or  modest, 
and  if  he   does   what   is   unjust  his  guilt  or  demerit  is 
great.     But  suppose   that   in   a   special   instance   he  is 
enjoined  by  the  Government  of  the   country   to   punish 
a  political  suspect  who  proves  to  be  innocent  by  evidence 
put   before  him.     If  he  acquits  the  accused  he  does  what 
is  just :  but  his  merit  is  great,   because   the  temptation 
to  do  otherwise  is  great.     On  the  contrary,  if  he    yields 
to   the   pressure   and   punishes   the   accused,    he    does 
•what  is  unjust ;  but  yet  his  demerit   is  comparatively 
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small.  To  love  one's  friends  and  help  them  in  their 
needs  is  a  noble  duty  ;  it  is  easy  at  the  same  time. 
Therefore  the  discharge  of  the  duty  brings  only,  a 
modest  merit.  But  the  betrayal  of  friends,  or  the, 
failure  to  help  them  in  danger  or  crying  needs,  is  tase, 
and  therefore  brings  great  demerit.  To  take  proper 
care  of  one's  children  is  a  noble  and  easy  duty ;  and 
ihe  opposite  is  ignoble.  The  former  gives  modest 
merit,  whilst  the  latter  great  demerit.  We  may  there- 
fore conclude  in  the  words  of  Prof.  Janet  that  ''it  is. 
correct  to  say  in  general,  that  the  easier  it  is  to  perform 
an  action,  the  less  should  one  be  excused  from  it,'  and 
consequently  the  more  odious  is  it  to  refuse  it." 

We  can  combine  the  rules  for  measuring  the  degrees 
of  both  merit  and  demerit  into  one  :  the  greater  the 
temptation  overcome  the  greater  the  merit ;  and  the  less 
the  temptation  overcome  the  less  the  merit:  the  less  the. 
temptation  yielded  to,  the  greater  the  demerit,  and  the 
greater  the  temptation  yielded  to  the  less  the  demerit,  f  See. 
also  Prof.  Janet's  Theory  of  Morals,  Rk..,III,  Ch.  XI, 
and  Dr.^Martineau's  Types  of  Ethical  Theory,  Vol.  II, 
BK.  I,  Chaps.  Ill  and  VI,  §  ii). 

(2)  In  the  sphere  of  virtue,  the  rule  for  measuring 
the  degrees  of  merit  may  be  stated  in  the  words  of  Sir 
Leslie  Stephen  :  ^' Merit  is  proportioned  to  virtue.  That 
man  is  the  m.ost  meritorious  who  under  the  same  conditions 
is  most  virtuous,  and  that  conduct  the  most  meritoriousr 
which  requires  the  greatest  virtue  for  its  performance!' 
From  this  it  follows  that  the  degrees  of  mqrifc  are 
proportioned  to  the  degrees  of  ease  with  which  a  duty 
is  done ;  if  one  person  does   a    duty   with   greater   ease 
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than  another,  the  former  has  greater  merit  than 
the  latter,  because  the  former  is  more  virtuous  than 
the  latter.  The  rule  for  measuring  the  degrees  of 
demerit  may  be  deduced  from  the  foregoing.  Demerit 
is  proportioned  to  vice.  That  man  is  the  most  guilty 
who,  under  the  same  conditions  is  most  vicious  or  least 
virtuous;  and  that  conduct  is  the  most  guilty  which 
requires  the  least  virtue  or  the  greatest  vice  for  its  perfor- 
mance. One  person,  who  does  a  duty  with  greatest 
difficulty  than  another,  has  greater  demerit  than  the 
latter  because  he  is  more  vicious  or  less  virtuous 
than  him. 

We  should  consider  another  point  here.  Sir  Leslie 
Stephen  has  held  that  "merit  is  proportioned  to  virtue." 
But  he  has  modified  this  statement  by  introducing  two 
qualifications:  (i)  "Merit  is  proved  virtue."  and  (2) 
"Merit  is  the  value  set  on  virtue."  (See  above,  §  1). 
He  admits  that  virtues  have  "intrinsic  ^alue"  and  also 
"extrinsic  value."  The  former  is  alsolute  and  indepen- 
dent of  other  people's  opinions  and  wants,  whilst^ 
the  latter  is  entirely  dependent  upon  those  extraneous 
considerations.  But  we  cannot  practically  measure 
the  intrinsic  value  of  a  virtue,  because  we  cannot 
directly  penetrate  and  study  other's  mind.  The  case 
of  the  extrinsic  value  is  different.  It  depends  upon 
the  opinions  and  wants  of  others  which  we  can  measure 
and  examine.  These  remarks  are  true  so  far  as  they 
go.  We  have  seen  in  the  last  chapter  (§§  V  &  VI)  that 
virtues  have  universal  character  which  does  not  change 
with  the  changed  conditions  of  individuals  and  society. 
To  take  examples  as  given  by  Sir  Leslie   Stephen  him- 
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self,  Benevolence  is  benevolence  everywhere ;  and 
Truthfulness,  truthfulness.  But,  yet,  all  virtues  are 
relative  to  the  conditions  of  society  and  the  stations  of 
individuals  therein.  In  this  latter  sense,  virtues  have 
not  the  same  value  everywhere  at  all  times.  Therefore 
the  rule  for  measuring  the  degrees  of  merit  in  its 
complete  form  will  be  this  :  "merit  is  proportioned  to 
virtue,  by  virtue  being  meant  "proved  virtue,"  i.  e.  virtue 
as  manifested  in  concrete  conduct,  not  a  mere  disposition 
which  fails  to  issue  in  action  ;  and  which  is  relative  to 
the  conditions  and  needs  of  society,  and  to  the  pqsitions 
of  individuals  in  that  society.  Demerit  is  proportioned 
to  vice  which  means,  not  a  mere  disposition  but  an 
active  effort  that  manifests  itself  in  action,  and  which 
is  antagonistic  to  the  conditions  and  needs  of  society, 
and  to  the  positions  of  individuals  in  that  society. 

Dr.  Martineau  objects  to  "the  identification  of 
degrees  of  merit  with  degrees  of  virtues."  His  reasons 
are  these  :  "One  who  has  the  greatest  struggle  to  make 
in  order  to  achieve  the  task  of  duty  is  undoubtedly 
inferior  in  virtue  to  the  man  who  throws  it  off  with 
ease ;  but  one  who  makes  the  struggle,  however  great, 
has  higher  merit  in  the  act  than  the  man  to  whom  it 
costs  nothing."  We  should  notice  here  that  he  does 
not  deny  merit  to  a  virtuous  act,  but  simply  says  that 
an  act  of  duty,  which  involves  struggle  and  difficulty, 
has  higher  merit  than  a  corresponding  virtuous  act 
which  does  not  cost  the  agent  anything.  But  his  remark 
does  not  seem  to  be  justifiable.  Here  he  compares 
the  value  of  a  sporadic  act  of  duty  with  that  of 
virtue  to  acquire  which  the  agent  has  had  a  good   deal 
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of  trouble  and  difficulty  to  fight  with,  perhaps,  for  a 
considerable  portibn  of  his  life.  The  value  of  a 
sporadic  struggle,  however    great,   is    undoubtedly     far 

l^ss  than  the  value  o£  a  continuous  struggle  which  a 
man  has  to  overcome  for  the  cultivation  of  a  virtue. 
A  virtuous  act  has  merit,  not  because  it  is  done  with 
ease,  but  because  it  is  the  result  of  a  strenuous  struggle. 
Moreover,  the  development  of  virtue  requires  the 
overcoming  of  further  struggle  and  difficulty.  For  these" 
reasons  we  should  rather  say  that  a  virtuous  act  has' 
higher  merit  than  a  sporadic  act  of  duty. 

Again,  Dr.  Martineau  himself  is  not  free  from 
donfusion.  In  the  chapter  on  Merit  and  Demerit 
(Types,  Vol,  II,  pp.  80 — 83)  he  deals  with  them  as 
connected  with  acts  of  duty,  whilst  in  another  place 
(Ibid,  p.  245)  he  reserves  them  for  acts  of  virtue.  We 
should,  however,  remember  that  the  rule  for  measuring 
merit  and  demerit  in  the  sphere  of  duty  is  not  applicable 
to  the  measurement  of  them  in  the  sphere  of  virtue, 
because  the  two  spheres,  as  we  have  proved  before, 
are  distinct,  though  related. 

IV.  Is  merit  subjective  or  objective  ?— We 
have  found  above  that  merit  is  attached  to  rightness 
or  goodness.  But  we  are  obliged  to  do  what  is  right 
and  to  avoid  what  is  wrong.  Therefore  we  have  no 
right  to  demand  merit  for  what  we  are  obliged  to  do. 
Moreover,  we  can  never  do  our  duty  in  the  best  way 
possible ;  we  always  feel  that  we  have  fallen  short  of 
what  is  required  of  us  ;  our  actual  conduct  always  falls 
considerably  short  of  the  ideal.  Under  these  circum- 
stances the  attitude  of  our  own  mind  towards   our   con- 
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duct,  however  right,  is  always  that  of  an  unprofitable 
servant.  We  do  not  feel  nor  have  any  merit  for  our 
good  works.  Thus  from  the  subjective  point  of  view 
merit  is  an  illusion.  Is  there,  then  no  merit  ?  Yes, 
there  is.  Our  good  works  have  a  subjective  side,  and 
also  an  objective.  They  have  value  for  us  as  well  as  for 
society.  Society  wants  them  for  it;;  own  well-being. 
The  idea  of  merit  is  expressive  of  this  social  value. 
Thus  from  the  objective  or  social  point  of  view  our  good 
works  are  meritorious.  For  these  reasons,  "the  recogni-. 
tion  of  merit  takes  the  form  of  reward,  and  it  is  a  sign 
of  a  widespread  spirit  of  justice  when  real  merit  meets 
with  appropriate  reward,"  (Dr.  D'Arcy,  Ethics,  p.  184). 
From  the  above  follows  on6  important  conclusion 
which  has  been  discussed  elsewhere.  If  it  is  true  that 
an  act  is  meritorious  inasmuch  as  it  has  a  value  for  us 
and  for  society,  then  an  act  of  virtue  is  no  less  meritori- 
ous than  an  act  of  duty,  for  both  of  them  have  such  a 
value ;  or  rather  the  former  has  a  far  greater  value 
than  the.  latter,  because  the  one  is  habitual  and  per- 
manent and  the  other  is  sporadic  and  casual.  (See, 
abgjve,  §  I). 


CHAPTER  VI. 

Moral  Institutions. 

I.    Relation  of  Right,  Duty  and  Virtue  to 
the  Social  Institutions ;— We   have   showa  in  the 
first  chapter  of  this  Book  that  the  individual  and  society 
.  are  organically   related  to   each  other.     Every  complex 
social  institution  corresponds  to  an   "appercipient  mas^" 
in   the  individual   mind,   and    every    sub-group   in    the 
institution    corresponds  to    a  sub-group    in  the    "apper- 
cipient mass";  and' thus  the  individual  mind  as  a  whole 
corresponds   to  society  as  a  whole.     Therefore    the  in- 
dividual   life  is  a  specialisation    of  the    social  life  ;  and 
the  rights,  duties  and  virtues  in   and  through  which  the 
former   gradually   realises  itself  find    a   field  for   their 
exercise   in  the   social   institutions.     In    the    preceding 
chapters  we  have   found  also  that  the  rights,   duties  and 
virtues  are  mere  means  by  which  we  realise  the  supreme 
good    which  includes   not  only   our  own  good   but  Also 
the   good  of  society ;  and   that,  thus,   they  are   relative 
to   the  conditions   and  needs   of  society.     They  are   in- 
dividual in  as  far  as   they  are    to  be   exercised   by  the 
individual ;  they   are  social,   in  as  far   as  they  originate 
and   exist  in   connection    with  society.     Ordinarily   we 
exercise  our   rights,  do   our  duties   and   act   virtuously 
without  any  distinct  consciousness  of  the  common  good 
realisable   through  them.     We   are    more  or   less  spon- 
taneous in    the  daily  routine   of  our  life-work.     But  the 
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consciousness  of  the   common   good   becomes    explicit 
only  when   we  unite   ourselves   with    the  social   institu- 
tions.    For,  the   social  institutions  are   organisations  or 
unions   whose   objects   are   pre-eminently   to  realise   a 
common  good.     The  different  social  institutions  supply 
us  with  the  ideas  of  different  common  goods,  and  society 
as  an    organic  whole   gives  us  the   idea  of  the   supreme 
common  good.     Thus    we  learn,  for  the  first  time,  what 
a  common  good  is  from  our   voluntary  connections  with 
one  or   more  social   institutions.     Only   after  that,  with 
the   development  of  the   reftective    power  we   come   to 
learn  that   there  is  a  supreme    good  which    includes  the 
good  of  all    persons,  of  all  societies,   an^    of  all   beings 
and    things  ;  in  a    word  it    is    the    good    of  the    whole 
universe.     Thus    the   social    institutions   are  the  fields 
where  we  learn,  for  the  first  time,  what  our  rights,  duties 
and  virtues  are.     In  our  childhood  the  rights  and'  duties 
seem  to   be   thrust   upon  us    from  outside   by   external 
authorities.     Whether  we  will    or  not  we  feel  obliged  to 
exercise  our  rights  and  do  our   duties.     In  fact  we  have 
no  idea   of  right   and    duty  in    the   beginning.     Family 
education,  as  Dr.    Bain  holds,    plays  an   important   part 
at  this   time  in  shaping   our  ideas   of  rights  and   duties. 
As  Dr.  D'Arcy  observe^  :  "The  family  takes  the  child's 
moral   life   into  its   own  life   and  prescribes  his   duties. 
On  the  side   of  the  child,    moralisation    proceeds  as  he 
learns  to  identify  his  life  with  that  of  the  family,  adopt- 
ing its  ideals  and    doing  the   duties  it   demands.     With 
years  new   relations   are  formed,   and   wider   horizons 
become   visible  by    means  of    larger   institutions.     The 
school,   the   university,   the  work    shop,  the  office, .  the 


168  MORAL  PHILOSOPHY. 

church,  the  state,  prescribe  new  duties,  give  greater 
opportunities  of  individual  development,  make  possible 
new  ideals.  By  these  means  all  ordinary  duties  are 
presented  to  the  individual.  He  has  not  to  live  a  life 
of  perpetual  hesitation  asking,  what  ought  I  to  do  next  ? 
He  has  simply  to  do  what  lies  to  his  hand  waiting  to 
be  done.  Yet,  in  doing  all  these  duties  in  obedience  to 
the  demand  of  society,  the  man  is  no  mere  slave  of 
convention.  He  is  living  the  moral  life  of  a  freeman. 
If  he  perform  his  duties,  as  by  a  sort  of  compulsion, 
because  he  identifies  himself  with  the  social  system, 
then  indeed  he  is  a  slave.  But  the  more  he  identifies 
private  good  with  common  good,  the  more,  that  is,  he 
finds  his  good  in  his  share  of  the  common  social  life, 
the  more  moral  he  is  and  the  more  freedom  does  he 
possess.  Only  thus  can  self  be  realised  and  freedom 
attainSd."     (Short  Study  of  Ethics,  pp.  194-95). 

From  the  above  it  is  evident  that  the  moral  fullness 
or  greatness  can  be  attained  only  by  identifying  the 
individual  life  more  and  more  with  the  social  life.  Cut 
olifall  connection  with  society  and  the  moral  growth 
of  your  life  will  be  stunted — yoiir  life  itself  will  be  "selfish, 
short,  brutish."  Therefore  the  only  means  by  which 
we  can  morally  elevate  our  life  is  to  secure  for  ourselves 
wider  and  wider  positions  in  society  in  which  we  shall 
have  greater  and  greater  opportunity  for  identifying 
our  own  good  with  the  good  of  society;  and  thereby 
to  have  wider  and  wider  scope  for  the  exercise  of  our 
rights,  the  discharge  of  our  duties  and  the  cultivation  of 
our  virtues.  Our  connections  with  the  social  institu- 
tion .  supply  us   with  such   positions,   opportunities  and 
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scopes.     For  these   reasons   the   social   institutions   are 
called  moral  institutions. 

This  does  not,  of  course,  imply  that  all  societies  are- 
perfect,  or  all  social  institutions  are  good.  Like  in- 
dividuals they  are  more  or  less  imperfect — more  or  less- 
imperfect  embodiments  of  the  moral  ideal  ;  yet  every 
society  is  moire  or  less  moral  in  as  far  as  it  is  more  or 
less  coherent,  i.  e.  organised  with  a  view  to  a  common 
end.  Every  social  institution  serves  a  common  purpose 
and  in  as  far  as  that  purpose  is  good,  i.  e.  conducive 
to  the  well-being  of  society  as  a  whole,  it  is  moral.  For 
these  reasons  it  may  be  generally  held  that,  the  im- 
mediate duty  of  a  man  consists  in  accepting  the  position 
given  him  by  society,  and  in  fulfilling  all  the  functions 
attached  to  that  position,  or  in  doing  all  those  things 
which  are  expected  of  him.  It  is  not,  of  course,  meant 
that  he  should  blindly  follow  the  standards  dictated  by  the 
institutions  which  give  him  such  positions.  The  various 
institutions  and  sub-groups  under  them  follow  standards 
of  different  degrees  of  relative  perfection  or  imperfection, 
and  often  inconsistant  with  one  another.  Hence  his 
connections  with  two  or  more  institutions  will  urge  him 
to  follow  standards  of  different  moral  value,  or  even  in- 
consistent with  one  another.  The  consequence  of  this 
will  be  that  he  will  be  expected  to  do  different  and  even 
inconsistent  things  ;•  and  if  he  means  to  make  his  life 
progressiva  it  will  assume  the  form  of  an  everlasting 
conflict  between  what  is  and  what  ought  to  fe— between 
the  different  and  inconsistent  standards  supplied  by  the 
actual  institutions,  and  the  '  standard  supplied  by  his 
ever-developing   power   of  reflection.     Thus  the   moral 
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■life  of  a  man  involves  contest  in  two  ways :  in  the 
first  place,  he  has  to  make  a  constant  effort  to 
adjust  his  private  interest  to  the  interests  of  society: 
in  the  second  placej  he  has  to  adjust  his  social  interests 
to  the  interests  of  a  still  wider  and  higher  life,  the  notion 
of  which  he  derives  from  his  ever-growing  reflective 
power.  Therefore  his  moral  progress  consists  in  the 
gradual  adjustment  of  his  own  individual  lite  and  the 
life  of  society  to  the  moral  ideal. 

1 1.  Need  for  Criticism  of  Society  and  Social 

Institutions  : — We  have  said  before  that  no    society, 
no  social  institution  is  perfect.   Like  an  individual,  every 
society    or  every  social  institution  is  far  from  being  per- 
fectly good.  And  as  different  individuals  possess  different 
degrees  of  goodness  or  badnes.s,  so  different  societies  and 
social  institutions  possess  different  degrees  of  perfection 
or  imperfection.    Hence  the  need  for  criticism  of  society 
and  social  institutions.     It  is  evident  that    the    ultimate 
criterion    of    such  criticism  will  be  the  moral  ideal  itself. 
We  can  criticise  the  actual  life  of  a  man  by  reference  to 
the  life  of  the  Ideal  man.    Similarly  we  can  criticise  the 
actual  state  of  a  society    or   of  a    social    institution    by 
reference  to  the  state  of  the  Ideal  Society  or  Ideal  Insti- 
tution.    But  we  have  shown  before  (see  chap.  I  of  this 
Book)  that  the  ideal  of  a  man  is  the  same  as  the  ideal  of 
society  in  which  he  lives  and  has  his  being.     The   ideal 
man,    as    H.   Spencer  says,  can    exist  only  in  the  ideal 
social  state.     Hence  there  is  only  one  ultimate   criterion 
by   reference  to  which  we  can  criticise  the  state  of  both 
the  individual  and  society  ot  a  social  institution  :  this,  as 
we  have  said,  is  the  moral  ideal   which   consists   in    the 
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perfection  of  human  nature,  or  in  the  perfection  of 
.society.  We  are  now  going  to  consider  what  ought  to 
be  the  ideal  constitution  of  society  and  of  some  impor- 
tant social  institutions. 

III.  The  Social  State  : — Justice  is  the  ultimate 
foundation  of  all  social  organisation.  Therefore  the 
degree  of  justness  of  arrangement  in  a  social  organisa- 
tion determines  the  degree  of  its  solidarity,  and  the 
degree  of  solidarity  is  directly  proportional  to  the 
degree  of  opportunity  it  gives  for  the  promotion  of  the 
ideal  life  of  its  members.  In  the  ideal  social  state  the 
arrangement  must  be  perfectly  just  so  that  the  ideal  life 
of  its  members  may  be  promoted  as  efificiently  as  pos- 
sible. Therefore  the  criterion  of  testing  the  goodness  of 
a  society  should  consist  in  the  perfect  opportunity  and 
aid  which  its  arrangement  affords  for  the  development 
of  each  member's  rational  life,  or  for  the  attainment  of 
the  supreme  end  of  his  life.  That  constitution  of  a 
society  is  therefore  unjust  or  falls  short  of  the  ideal 
which  fails  to  satisfy  these  conditions.  For  instance,  the 
constitution  of  that  society  is  bad  in  which  there  are 
some  classes  so  enslaved  by  others  that  they  are  incap- 
able of  developing  their  lives  properly ;  or  in  which 
there  are  some  classes  so  poor  or  so  hard-worked,  or  so 
dependent  upon  others  that  they  have  no  time  or  op- 
portimity  for  cultivating  their  higher  and  nobler  facul- 
ties, and  thereby  developing  them  in  order  to  make 
progress  in  their  moral  life.  That  social  institution  is 
also  unjust  in  which  "the  idle  are  protected  and  set  in 
power,  and  the  laborious  are  crushed  down  and  degrad- 
ed" ;  or  where  powers  and  privileges  are  distributed,  not 
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according  to  merit,  but  accoirding  to  extraneous  consi- 
derations such  as  those  of  caste,  clan,  riches,  &c.  In 
short  any  such  arrangement  which  impedes  the  progress 
of  moral  h'fe  of  individuals  vitiates  the  social  organism 
and  makes  it  morally  bad.  But  these  do  not  indicate 
that  every  member  of  a  society  should  be  treated  as  the 
absolute  end,  i.  e.,  never  as  means  to  the  end  of  others. 
The  individuals  living  in  a  society  are  integral  units  of 
one  and  the  same  organism.  Therefore  the  end  of  each 
is  the  end  of  all ;  and  the  end  of  none  can  be  the  abso- 
lute end,  for  otherwise  the  ends  of  others  will  be  mere 
means  to  this  end,  and  never  ends  in  themselves.  These 
considerations  show  that  each  member  of  a  society 
should  be  treated  both  as  an  end  arid  as  a  means  at  the 
same  time.  Or  in  other  words,  the  end  of  each  should 
be  the  end  of  all  and  vice  versa.  Hence  the  arrange- 
ment of  a  society  should  be  such  as  to  give  perfect 
opportunity  for  the  realisation  of  the  end  of  each 
member  and  the  end  of  all  at  the  same  time. 

As  we  have  said,  the  actual  state  of  every  society  is 
far  off  from  the  ideal  state.  For  this  reason  it  has  been 
the  chief  effort  of  all  good  and  wise  men  in  all  ages  to 
reform  society  and  ra^se  it  to  a  higher  level.  But  the 
construction.of  a  just  arrangement  of  society  is  always 
so  complicated  that  it  is  not  easy  to  suggest  the  best 
and  the  most  efficient  way  in  which  this  can  be  done. 
Yet,  the  following  points  may  be  attended  to  in  such 
construction. 

We  shall  not  rely  much  upon  legal  enactments.  In 
all  instances  a  just  arrangement  of  society  cannot  be 
enforced  with   much   advantage.     Under  some  circum- 
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stances  it  is  not  of  much  use.  For  instance,  when  the 
people  is  naturally  lawless,  legal  enactments  can  do 
very  little  to  make  them  law-abiding  ;  on  the  contrary, 
when  the  people  has  become  law-abiding,  laws  are 
unnecessary  and  superfluous.  Again,  laws  being  abs- 
tract or  general,  they  cannot  cover  nor  explain  all  the 
aspects  of  the  concrete  facts  of  life.  Furthermore, 
the  usefulness  of  laws  changes  with  the  change  of  the 
conditions  of  life  ;  the  laws  which  were  useful  at  one 
time  become  positively  harmful  at  another.  It  is  therefore 
sometimes  important  to  induce  a  people  to  develop  good 
habits  of  action  and  opinion  in  himself  rather  than  to 
guide  himself  always  by  hard  and  fast  rules.  Never- 
theless the  positive  enactments  are  not  altogether  use- 
less. For  the  good  habits  of  action  and  opinion  are 
generally  formed  very  slowly  ;  and  a  large  number  of 
people,  in  every  society,  always  remains  quite  un- 
affected by  any  public  opinion.  But  it  should  always 
be  remembered  that  the  ultimate  purpose  of  laws  is  to 
guide  people  into  the  right  channel  when  they  are  not 
prone  to  direct  themselves  into  it  :  sometimes,  therefore, 
it  becomes  necessary  and  desirable  to  repeal  them 
after  they  have  fulfilled  their  purpose.  Indeed,  laws, 
with  their  rigid  character  and  narrow  injunctions,  are 
positively  harmful  to  those  who  have  risen  above  them, 
i.  e.  have  cultivated  good  habits  of  thought  and  action, 
and  have,  thereby,  risen  to  a  life  of  higher  freedom  and 
virtue.  The  life  of  law  is  a  life  of  necessity — a  life  of 
bondage  ;  whilst  the  life  of  virtue  is  a  life  of  true  free- 
dom— a  life'  of  liberation.  Laws  are  necessary,  there- 
fore,  as   preparation,   the  purpose  of  law  being  wholly 
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propaedeutic.  But  when  a  man  has  learned  to  live 
freely  in  accordance  with  the  moral  ideal,  he  has  risen 
above  the  law — he  moves  in  a  higher  and  wider  sphere 
where  the  positive  enactments  are  needless  and  even 
harmful.  The  idea  of  this  truth  was  in  the  mind  of  St. 
Paul  when  he  spoke  of  the  Jewish  Law  as  "  a  school- 
master to  lead  men  to  Christ."  The  same  idea  is 
embodied    in  the  following  lines  of  the  Bhagabatgita — 

cn^si  «5^g  tti  wtsrw^  ffsiTict:  n'' 
i.  c.  as  much  need  (there  is)  for  a  small    pond    when   all 
place  is  inundated,  so  much  need  (there  is)  for  the  Vedas 
when  a  man  has  known  God. 

IV.  The  Social  Institutions :— The  social 
institutions,  as  we  have  said,  are  those  in  which  the 
rights,  duties  and  virtues  find  fields  for  exercise ; 
they  are  the  different  modes  in  which  people  group 
themselves  and  thus  bring  themselves  into  relations 
with  one  another.  We  are  now  going  to  briefly  notice 
the  important  moral  features  of  some  of  these  institu- 
tions. 

(i)  The  family.— The  psychological  basis  of 
the  family  is  love  or  affection  ;  but  as  it  is  found  in  the 
most  perfect  family  life,  it  is  a  complex  sentiment  which 
is  not  only  a  pure  feeling  or  emotion,  but  also,  at  the 
same  time,  a  purpose  or  will  :  both  these  two,  again, 
are  considerably  modified  and  strengthened  by  parent- 
hood, and  social  and  religious  influences. 

(i)  (a)  The  emotional  and  instinctive  basis 

of  the   family  life  has  |;wo  sources  :  in  the  first  place,  it 
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is  due  to  natural  sympathy,  founded  on  similar  tastes 
and  interests,  between  a  male  and  a  female.  This 
sympathy  grows  deeper  by  long  association,  by  living 
a  common  life  as  when  there  are  children  or  a  common 
work.  But  this  is  not  all.  Mere  sympathy,  however 
deep,  is  something  different  from  true  love  as  exists^ 
between  the  husband  and  the  wife  ;  a  friend  is  (^ifferent 
from  a  lover.  The  true  conjugal  love  includes  some- 
thing more  than  sympathy — something  more  than  the 
superficial  attraction  of  mind  for  mind  ;  it  requires  also 
"a  deeper  congeniality  of  the  whole  person"  which 
cannot  be  precisely  formulated.  In  the  second  place, 
it  is  due  to  the  instinctive  attraction  of  "opposite  or 
contrasting  dispositions  and  physical  characteristics." 
It  is  a  patent  fact  that  there  exists  an  instinctive 
.or  natural  attraction  between  man  and  woman.  Some 
writers  have  described  such  attraction  as  that  which, 
exists  between  fire  and  clarified  butter.  This  ins- 
tinctive attraction  may  be  biologically  explained.  "From 
the  biological  point  of  view  it  was  a  most  successful, 
venture  when  Nature,  by  some  happy  variation,  deve- 
loped two  sexes  with  slightly  different  characters  and 
made  their  union  necessary  to  the  continuation  of  life 
in  certain  species.  By  uniting  in  every  new  individual 
the  qualities  of  two  parents,  the  chances  of  variation 
are  greatly  increased,  and  variation  is  the  method  of 
progress.  This  long  process  has  developed  certain 
principles  of  selection  which  are  instinctive.  Whether 
they  are  the  best  possible  or  not,  they  represent  a 
certain  adjustment  which  has  secured  such  progress 
as  has   been  attained,   and  sudh  adaptation  -to  environ- 
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ment  as  exists,  and  it  would  be  unwise,  if  it  were  not 
impossible,  to  disregard  them.  Marriages  of  con- 
venience are  certainly  questionable  from  the  biological 
standpoint."     (Pots.  Dewey  and  Tufts,  Ethics,  p.   597). 

But  the  instinctive  basis  is  not  sufficient  guide  for 
a  happy  family  life.  Man  is  not  merely  an  animal  ; 
'he  is  also  a  rational  and  .social  being  :  so  that  he  cannot 
trust  his  instinct  only,  but  must  also  be  guided  by,  his 
reason  and  social  demands  in  establishing  his  family. 
It  is  not  safe  to  depend  on  feeling,  because  it  is  the 
most  variable  element  of  his  nature,  and  may,  thus, 
■cease  to  influence  him  after  a  period  of  time.  This 
is  the  reason  why  marriage  based  on  mere  love 
frequently  leads  to  implicit  or  explicit  disunion  and 
■unhappy  life,  if  not  prevented  by  other  considerations. 
Hence  the  need  for  enlightenment  of  feeling  by  reason. 
Irrational  love  is  no  love  at  all ;  it  sees  only  the 
surface  ;  it  is  guided  by  superficial  considerations  such 
as  physical  beauty,  ,&c. ;  it  cannot  therefore  be  the 
true  basis  of  marital  union. 

{d)  But  no  feeling  whether  enlightened  or  not  is  a 
sufficient  moral  basis  of  the  family  life.  The  feeling 
as  divorced  from  will  is  an  abstraction  ;  it  is  therefore' 
worthless  and  is  incapable  of  forming  the  moral  basis 
of  the  family  The  love  or  affection  on  which  the 
'{family  is  founded  is  "the  resolute  purpose  in  each  to 
seek  the  other's  good,  or  rather  to  seek  a  common  good 
which  may  be  attained  only  through  a  common  life 
-involving  mufual  self-sacrifice.  It  is  the  good  will  of 
Kant  specifically  directed  toward  creating  a  common 
igood.     It  is   the  formation    of   a   small    'kingdom   of 
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ends'  in  which  each  treats  the  other  'as  end,'  never  as 
means  only ;  in  which  each  is  'both  sovereign  and 
subject' ;  in  which  the  common  will,  thus  created, 
enhances  the  person  of  each  and  gives  it  higher  moral 
dignity  and  worth."  (Ibid,  p.  580).  As  we  have  found, 
from  the  biological  point  of  view  the  male  and  the 
female  are  insufficient  by  themselves  and  supplement 
each  other.  This  union,  founded  on  true  rational  love, 
makes  both  of  them  complete,  the  insufficiency  of  the 
one  being  rectified  by  the  other.  In  this  way  the  instinc- 
tive basis  of  the  family  is  converted  into  a  voluntary 
basis  by  mutual  aid  and  enlargement. 

{c)  The  deeper  union  of  feeling  and  will,  which 
constitutes  the  true  conjugal  love,  requires  common 
interest  for  its  permanence  and  completion.  The  most 
effective  object  of  this  common  interest  is  the  children. 
Parental  affection  evoked  by  them  is  the  most  powerful 
impetus  for  actuating  the  parents  to  take  proper  care 
of  them,  to  educate  them,  to  make  them  fit  for  a 
business  or  profession  upon  which  depends  the  union 
already  effected  by  sympathy  and  will.  Not  only 
so,  the  new  interest  thus  created  through  the  medium 
of  the  children  helps  considerably  to  develop  the 
personality  of  the  parent  along  with  the  development 
of  the  capacities  of  the  children. 

{d)  The  relations  between  the  husband  and  the 
wife,  parent  and  the  children  are  not  merely  personal 
relations  ;  they  are  also  social  and  religious  relations.  The 
family  is  a  social  institution,  and  its  members  are  also 
members  of  society.     Thus,  "the  act  of  establishing  the 

20 
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family  signifies,  indeed,  the  entrance  into  fuller  participa- 
tion in  the  social  life;  it  is  the  assuming  of  ties  which  make 
the  parties  in  a  new  deeper  sense  organic  parts  of 
humanity.  This  social  and  cqsmic  meaning  is  appro- 
priately symbolized  by  the  civil  and  religious  cere- 
mony." (Ibid,  p.  582).  The  fact  that  in  all  civilized 
countries  the  marital  rights  as  well  as  the  rights  of  the 
children  to  be  properly  supported  and  educated  are 
recognised  by  society  and  enforced  at  law,  clearly 
shows  that  society  continues  to  take  interests  in  the 
well-being  of  the  family.  In  all  civilized  societies 
marriage  is  solemnized  by  religious  rites,  and  in  some 
the  marital  rights  ar£  held  as  sacred  rights. 

The  relation  beween  parents  and  children,  brothers 
and  sisters,  are  likewise  natural.  The  love  which  binds 
them  together  is  also  instinctive.  But  this  instinctive 
love  is  broadened  and  deepened  by  long  association 
and  mutual  intercourse.  But  the  members  of 
the  family  are  not  united  .only  by  love.  This  love 
is  enriched  and  enlightened  by  the  social  needs  and 
influences.  As  Prof.  Dewey  has  truly  observed :  "In 
fact,  from  the  point  of  view  of  the  social  organism  as 
a  whole  the  family  has  two  functions :  as  a  smaller 
group,  it  affords  an  opportunity  for  eliciting  the  qualities 
of  affection  and  character  which  cannot  be  displayed 
at  all  in  the  larger  group  ;  and,  in  the  second  place,  it 
is  a  training  for  future  members  of  the  larger  group  in 
those  qualities  of  disposition  and  character  which  are 
essential  to  citizenship."     (Ibid,  p.  584). 

(ii)  The    moral  basis  of  the  family:— The 
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moral  basis  of  the  family  is  benevolence,  i.  e.  love  enlight- 
ened by  justice.  The  family  is,  therefore,  the  miniature 
form  of  society.  The  essential  characteristic  of  the  family 
is,  thus,  the  same  as  that  of  society,  viz.  unity-in- 
variety  ;  and  the  same  virtue  which  sustains  the  organism 
of  society,  is  also  the  virtue  which  sustains  the  institu- 
tion of  the  family,  viz.  benevolence.  The  family  is, 
thus,  a  factor  in  the  national  whole,  the  society.  "Hence, 
its  nature  and  sanction  are  ethical, — it  rests  neither  on 
mere  feeling  on  the  one  hand,  nor  on  mere  contract  on 
the  other.  It  has  a  public  side,  and  the  acceptance 
of  a  universal  obligation  by  a  declaration  in  explicit 
language,  in  face  of  the  community,  is  an  essential 
part  ot  marriage,  and  not  a  mere  accident  or  accessory, 
as  the  votaries  of  feeling  have  urged.  The  ethical  aspect 
of  the  family  shows  itself  in  the  nature  and  organisation 
of  the  household,  as  an  institution  embodying  permanent 
interests  and  relations  of  the  two  persons  who  are  its 
:head,  and  as  an  organ  of  public  duties  in  the  bodily  and 
spiritual  nurture  of  the  children."  (Dr.  Bosanquet, 
Philosophical  Theory  of  the  State,  pp.  270-71). 

This  permanence  and  equaUty  of  relation  between 
the  husband  and  the  wife  as  implied  in  its  moral  aspect, 
implies  monogamy  and  only  in  the  monogamous  family 
the  essential  conditions  of  a  household  which  is  the 
embodiment  of  the  ethical  order,  are  fully  satisfied. 
Where  this  equality  is  not  secured  by  reciprocal  love, 
the  consequence  is  the  undue  subordination  of  the  one  to 
the  other.  But  no  state  regulations  can  prevent  it  witliout 
.•unduly  interfering  with  the  individual  liberty.  The  pnly 
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check  which  may  be  somewhat  effective  is  the  develop- 
ment of  a  strong  public  opinion  against  it.  The  law  may 
be  useful  in  so  far  as  it  may  remove  the  obstacles  stand- 
ing in  the  way  of  recognising  such  equality. 

Here  an  important  question  suggests  itself:  is  moral 
progress  possible  without  the  family  ?  This  question  is 
analogous  to  the  question  :  can  human  nature  change  ? 
It  will  be  certainly  idle  to  try  to  answer  th^se  questions. 
What  we  are  primarily  concerned  with  is  to  accept  the 
facts  as  they  are  and  attempt  to  determine  the  dis- 
tinctive part  they  play  in  human  life.  Of  course,  it 
must  be  admitted  that  so  long  as  man  remains  a  spiri- 
tual animal,  there  must  be  some  such  institution,  what- 
ever may  be  its  form.  But  what  will  be  the  precise 
nature  of  such  an  institution  in  circumstances  unknown  • 
to  us,  it  will  be  very  difficult  to  predict. 

(2)  The  civic  community: — When  a  person 
attains  majority  and  becomes  more  or  less  independent 
of  the  family,  he  finds  himself  thrown  apparently  into 
a  world  of  conflicting  self-interests.  He  must  now  work 
independently  to  make  his  living,  or  to  protect  and 
administer  his  property.  In  this  way  he  becomes  con- 
nected with  others  "only  by  the  system  of  wants  and 
works,  with  the  elementary  function  which  is  necessary 
to  it,  viz.  its  police;  functions  and  the  administration  of 
justice:"  This  phase  of  social  life  may  be  called  civic 
communiiy,  or  Bourgeois  Society  as  called  by  Hegel.  It 
is,  the  opposite  extreme  of  the  family  life.  The  civic 
community  is  a  number  of  families  combined  together 
into  an  aggregate  or  system   by  the  bonds  of  interests 
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of  industry  and  business,  in  which  a  man  has  to  find 
his  work  and  do  it.  The  mental  counterpart  of  the 
civic  society  is  a  system  of  "definite  though  limited  aims, 
calculation  and  self-interest."  But  still  it  is  not  a  system 
of  self-interests  only,  for  a  system  of  exclusive  self- 
interests  is  an  abstraction — an  impossibility.  An  ex- 
clucive  self-interest  defeats  its  end  when  absolutely 
separated  from  the  interests  of  others.  Hence  the  civic 
community — the  world  of  economics  and  industry — "is 
not  a  separate  reality  but  only  an  appearance  within  a 
larger  system  (i.  e.  the  State).  The  member  of  it  is  not 
so  detached  as  he  may  seem,  or  think.  He  is  within, 
and  sustained  by,  the  general  life  of  the  State,  as  the 
aims  which  are  his  motives  in  business  or  industry  are 
within  and  inseparable"  from  the  aims  of  the  State. 
Thus  the  civic  community  is  a  phase  of  the  State  ;  and 
the  working  of  the  former  shows  an  inevitable  connec- 
tion with  the  latter,  and  leads  up  to  it.  We  shall  now 
consider  two  forms  of  the  functions  of  the  civic  com- 
munity, viz.  the  form  which  can  be  entrusted  to  indivi- 
<luals  under  the  protection  of  the  State,  and  the  form 
which  should  be  undertaken  by  the  community  as  a 
whole. 

(a)  The  Workshop : — In  the  workshop  or  the 
place  of  business  and  industry  the  relations  between 
the  parties  are  more  or  less  exterhal.  These  relations 
are  not  founded  on  mental  love,  as  the  family  relations 
are,  but  on  contract ;  moreover  the  family  relations  are 
relations  of  equality  at  least  among  the  members  who 
have  attained  majority,    whilst  the  industrial   relations 
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are  relations  of  subordination.  No  doubt  in  family  to6 
we  find  a  relation  of  subordination  particularly  between 
the  heads  of  the  family  and  the  immature  children.  But 
here  this  kind  of  relation  is  necessary  for  the  protection 
and  development  of  the  latter  ;  in  the  industrial  world 
the  relation  of  subordination  is  voluntarily  created,  not 
for  the  protection  and  development  of  one  of  the  con- 
tracting parties,  but  for  the  attainment/of  some  external 
ends.  But,  yet,  the  strictly  voluntary  charater  of  the 
industrial  relation  should  not  exclude  themselves  from 
the  contract  of  the  State.  The  contracts  may  be  so 
unfair  that  they  may  prejudice  the  interests  of  others, 
or  of  society  as  a  whole.  In  these  circumstances  the 
State  regulations  should  be  made  to  secure  the  fairness 
of  contract  and  to  prevent  subordination  from  its  assum- 
ing a  form  (e.  g.  slavery,  prostitution,  &c.)  which  is 
positively  immoral.  But,  in  some  instances,  it  is  con- 
tended, mere  contract  does  not  secure  that  form  of 
subordination  which  is  required  by  the  nature  ,of  the 
case.  For  instance,  the  relation  between  the  master 
and  the  servant  should  be  one  of  pure  subordination  -^ 
it  should  be  based  upon  love  and  kindliness,  not  on 
mere  contract.  The  contention  is  true  so  far  as  it  goes. 
But  it  cannot  be  denied  that  such  relation  is  a  relation 
of  contract ;  a  servaijt  is  not  born  a  servant ;  he  has 
voluntarily  made  himself  such :  again,  contract  does 
not  necessarily  exclude  love  and  kindliness  ;  every 
human  relation  should  contain  an  element  of  love  and 
kindliness,  otherwise  it  will  be  harsh  and  productive  of 
uudesirable  consequences.    It  is  also  true  that  a  parental 
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relationship,  as  betwreen  a  master  and  a  servant,  may 
lead  to  tyranny,  when  there  is  ru)  love  to  sustain  and 
sweeten  it.  For  these  reasons  some  contend  that  to 
prevent  injustice  contract  should  be  made  the  basis  of 
the  relation  between  a  master  and  a  servant.  But  they 
forget  that  absence  of  mutual  love  may  pass  into  tyranny 
even  in  the  case  of  a  husband  and  a  wife  whose  relation 
should  be  one  of  equality.  So  that  contract  which  is, 
by  its  nature,  incapable  of  binding  soul  with  soul  except 
externally  and  temporarily  should  not  be  made  the  basis 
of  any  human  relation  save  when  by  the  nature  of  the 
case  the  relation  should  be  temporary  and  external. 

The  next  important  question  is,  what  kinds  of 
business  or  industry  should  be  encouraged  or  discour- 
aged ?  Here  we  should  distinguish  two  questions  :  the 
question,  how  can  we  advantageously  promote  or  impede 
an  industry  ?  and  the  question,  what  kind  of  industry 
should  de  promoted  or  impeded?  To  answer  the  first  is 
the  function  of  Economics  and  Political  Philosophy  ; 
to  answer  the  second  is  that  of  Ethics.  Those  industries 
are  morally  justifiable  which  produce  objects  that  are 
necessary  for  the  preservation  and  advancement  of 
human  life,  and  the  ways  in  which  they  are  produced 
should  not,  at  the  same  time,  be  injurious  to  such  life.  And 
contrarywise,  those  industries  are  morally  unjustifiable 
whose  products  as  well  as  the  means  by  which  they  are 
produced  are  injurious,  directly  or  indirectly,  to 
human  life.  But  in  any  case  when  we  are  to 
calculate  the  moral  advantage  or  disadvantage  of  an 
industry   we    should  take  into  consideration  all  its  good 
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and  bad  consequences,  and  balancing  one  set  against 
the  other  we  should*  draw  our  inferences.  If  we  find 
that  the  advantages  are,  on  the  whole,  good,  the 
industry  must  be  good,  otherwise  it  must  be  bad. 

(3)  The  Local  Administrative  Institu- 
tions : — Municipality,  District  Board,  &c : — In  the 
world  of  industry,  contract  is  the  basis  of  all  relations; 
bijt  in  the  civic  community  there  are  other  relations 
which  cannot  be  trusted  to  the  care  of  individuals, 
because  they  do  not  express  purely  individual  interests,  • 
but  the  interests  which  are  common.  For  instance, 
the  sanitary  and  educational  arrangements,  "  the 
enforcement  of  precautions  against  accidents,  the 
prevention  of  adulteration  of  foods  and  other  forms  of 
deception,  and  the  securing  of  the  means  of  livelihood  to 
those  who  are  incapacitated  for  labour,"  'all  are  common 
interests.  These  public  functions  should  be  undertaken, 
at  least  partly,  by  the  supreme  government ;  but  they 
should  be  managed,  as  far  as  possible,  by  each  district 
for  itself.  What  will  be  the  details  of  such  provisions, 
and  how  far  the  state  should  undertake  them,  and  how 
far  each  district,  are  problems  which  must  be  dealt  with 
by  the  Science  of  Politics. 

(3)  The  State  .—The  State  or  the  political  or- 
ganisation is  the  higher  and  the  more  comprehensive 
social  institution  in  which  the  family  and  the  civic 
community  find  their  completion  and  security.  It, 
therefore,  sums  up  all  other  social  institutions  except 
perhaps  the  church,  which  is,  from  one  point  of  view, 
higher   than   the   State.     The  Greeks  went  still  further 
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and  identified  the  State  with  society  ;  they  had  no  idea 
of,  a  non-political  society — the  State  and  society  were 
synonymous  terms  for  them  ;  they  could  not  conceive 
that  the  social  life  was  different  from  the  life  of 
citizenship.  But  the  great  drawback  of  the  Greek 
conception  of  the  State  is  that  it  emphasized  the 
importance  of  the  State  so  much  that  it  undermined 
that  of  the  individual  altogether,  denying  even  the 
private  rights  of  property  and  the  family  to  him.  With 
the  Greeks,  as  Prof.  James  Seth  has  observed,  "  the 
only  perfect  social  organisation  is  the  communistic 
State,  which  directly  and  immediately  controls  the 
individual,  and  recognises  no  rights,  individual  or  social, 
but  its  own."  Hence  there  was  a  natural  reaction 
against  the  theory,  which  exhibited  itself  in  the  form  of 
Individualism  and  Cosmopolitanism.  This  latter  theory 
went  to  the  opposite  extreme  and  emphasized  the 
importance  of  the  individual  at  the  expense  of  that  of 
the  State.  Fts  tendency  was  to  emancipate  the  former 
from  the  absolute  control  of  the  latter.  This  opposite 
tendency  of  Individualism  resulted  ultimately  in 
Anarchism  and  Nihilism.  Hence,  there  was  a  third 
attempt  to  revise  this  modern  theory  of  the  State  by 
discovering  a  higher  conception  of  it.  If  we  examine 
Individualism  we  find  that  it  is  self-contradictory  and 
therefore  suicidal.  As  Prof.  James  Seth  has  put  it : 
"  Individualism  has  almost  reached  its  reductio  ad 
ahsurdum ;  the  principle  of  the  mere  particular  has, 
here  as  elsewhere,  proved  itself  to  be  a  principle  of 
disintegration.     That  each   shall    be  allowed  to  live  for 
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himself  alone  is  seen  to  be  an  impossible  and  con- 
tradictory ideal.  Experience  has  taught  us  that  the 
State  is  the  friend  of  the  individual,  securing  for  him 
that  sacred  sphere  of  individual  liberty  which,  if  not 
thus ,  secured,  would  soon  enough  be  entered  and 
profaned  by  other  individuals.  The  evils  of  a  non- 
political  or  anti-political  condition  of  atomic  in- 
dividualism have  been  brought  home  to  us  by  stern 
experiences  and  by  the  threatenings  of  experiences 
even  sterner  and  more  disastrous."  (Principles,  pp. 
284-85).  Thus  the  State  is  not  something  entirely 
alien  to  the  individual,  but  in  their  true  being  they 
are  identical.  This  is,  in  fact,  a  return  to  the  Greek 
conception  of  the  State  with  the  modification  that  the 
true  interests  of  the  State  and  the  true  interests  of  the 
individual,  the  rights  of  the  one  and  the  rights  of  the 
other,  are  not  antagonistic  but  identical. 

Is,  then,  the  ■  State  an  end-in-its elf.  From  the  point 
of  view  of  ethics,  the  State  is  a  means,  not  an  end-in- 
itself ;  for,  as  we  have  found,  the  State  is  a  social 
institution  and  as  such  is  an  embodiment  of  the  moral 
order— an  external  expression  of  it ;  it  is  that  in  which 
the  personality  of  the  individual  finds  scope  for  its 
exercise  and  development.  Hence,  observes  Prof.  James 
Seth,  "  the  State  exists  for  the  sake  of  the  person,  not 
the  person  for  the  sake  of  the  State.  The  ethical  unit  is 
the  person  ;  and  the  function  of  the  State  is  not  to 
supersede  the  person,  but  to  aid  him  in  the  development 
of  his  personality — to  give  him  room  and  opportunity. 
It  exists  for  him,  not  he   for   it ;  it   is   his   sphere,   the 
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medium  of  his  moral  life,"  (Ibid,  p.  287).  This  fact  is 
sometimes  obscured  by  drawing 'a  hard  and  fast  line 
of  distinction  between  the  "  State-action "  and 
"  individualism."  But  we  should  remember  here  that 
individuality  and  personality  are  not  identical  terms. 
Individualism  magnifies  individuality,  while  the  State 
emphasizes  personality,  of  man.  The  "  State-action  " 
interferes  with  the  individual,  i.e.  the  selfish  side  of 
man  — with  his  private  inclinations,  not  with  his  personal, 
i.e.  his  altruistic,  inclinations.  It  is  rather  the  main 
function  of  the  State  to  foster  and  develop  the  latter,, 
and  to  suppress  the  former.  "  State-interference " 
therefore  means  interference  with  the  actions  of  the 
selfish  men,  not  those  of  the  unselfish.  Thus,  there  is 
no  real  antagonism  between  the  State  and  the  indi- 
vidual. For  further  development  of  this  point  see 
Chap.  I  of  this  Book. 

In  this  fact,  namely,  that  the  Sta,te  is  the  concrete' 
embodiment  of  the  personality  of  men,  lies'  the  ethical 
basis  of  the  State.  "  The  essence  of  the  State  is 
sovereignty,  and  the  maintenance  of  the  sovereign 
power  through  coercion  or  control.  In  order  that 
each  may  have  freedom  of  self- development  each  must 
be  restrained  in  certain  ways."  (Ibid,  p.  289-90). 
Does  this  sovereignty  of  the  State  supplant  or  destroy 
personality  ?  Two  extreme  answers  are  possible :  on 
the  one  ha*nd.  Anarchism  repudiates  any  control  of  the 
self  from  without ;  it  contends  that  any  such  control 
destroys  the  freedom  of  man.  This  theory  evidently 
confounds   liberty   with   license ;   absolute   freedom    is- 
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inconceivable  and  absurd,  (^lee  Book  II,  Chap.  X.  c). 
True  freedom  implies  control  of  the  inclinations  by 
reason,  and  as  in  most  instances  these  inclinations  are 
naturally  preponderant  over  reason,  a  higher  authority 
should  intervene  to  check  and  guide  them  into  proper 
channel.  Otherwise  the  life  of  individuals  will  be  a  life 
of  constant  war,  as  Hobbes  conceived  it  to  be  originally. 
On  the  other  hand,  despotism  denies  all  freedom  to  the 
individual.  This  theory,  thus  destroying  the  very 
essence  of  man  maizes  him  a  mere  tool  or  instrument. 

The  real  reconciliation  of  these  two  extreme  views 
lies  in  the  true  solution  of  the  problem  of  freedom. 
True  freedopi  is  not,  as  we  have  said,  license  or 
unbounded  freedom ;  it  is  self-determination  which, 
again,  implies  both  freedom  and  necessity,  i.e.  control 
of  the  lower  inclinations  by  forming  good  rational  habits 
of  will  or  action.  (For  fuller  discussion  of  this  point, 
see  Book  II,  Chap.  X).  And  the  State-control  means 
the  control  of  these  lower  inclinations  which  prompt  us 
to  war  with  others  in  order  to  afford  scope  for  the 
development  of'  personality  ;  the  State  exists  for  the 
interests  of  personality,  and  therefore  the  system  of  the 
State-laws  by  which  it  controls  the  individual  caprices 
is  superior  in  right  to  the  lower  inclinations.  Thus 
f  the  political  order  foreshadows  the  moral  order  itself ; 
it  is  a  version,  the  best  available  for  the  time  and  place 
and  circumstances,  of  that  order."  (Ibid,  p.  293).  From 
this  it  is  also  evident  that  the  attempt  of  the  individual 
to  go  against  the  State  is  morally  improper.  But  the 
action   of  the  State  also  should  not  be  inconsistent  with 
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the  moral  order,  because  its  value  and  authority  rest  on 
that  order.  As  it  is  the  duty  of  the  subject  to  obey 
its  laws,  so  it  is  the  duty  of  the  State  to  discharge  its 
proper  function, — to  protect  the  sphere  of  personality. 

The  ethical  functions  of  the| State   should,   therefore,. 
be  based  upon  Justice  and  love  or  in  one  word  benevolence. 
But   ordinarily  justice   is    more    conspicuous   in  State- 
action  than  love.     The  function    of  justice   is    negative 
and  should  consist   in    protecting   the   individual   from 
the  encroachments  of  others  in  so  far  as  these  encroach- 
ments  hinder  the   opportunity   of    his   self-realisation. 
The  function  of  love  is   positive   and    should    consist  in 
helping  the  individual  in  improving  the  conditions  of  his 
moral  life  as  far  as  practicable.     The  former  function  is 
mainly   directed   to   protect    "the   interests  of  'being,' " 
whereas  the   latter,  "the  interests  of  'well-being.'  "  But, 
as  the  interests  of   being   are   more  imperative  than  the 
interests  of  well-being  the  function  of  justice    should  be 
prior   to   the   function   of  love.     This  is  the  reason  why 
in   all   State-action    the  former   is  more  prominent  and 
imperative   than  the  latter.     Thus,  the  State  being  the 
supreme  controller  of  all  social  relations,  it  should  make 
those  laws  which   will   protect  the   interests  of    being,, 
and  at  the  same  time  promote  the  interests  of  well-being. 
The  State  laws  which  go  to  the   contrary   are   therefore 
injurious  and  morally  bad.     What   kinds  of   work    may 
be  more  efficiently  undertaken  by  the   State   cannot   be- 
discussed  in  ethics.     But  whatever  work    it   undertakes, 
it  is  certain  that  its  object  should  always  be   to   protect 
the  life  and  promote  the  welfare  of  the  subjects. 
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(4)     The  university : — One  of  the  most  important 
actions  of  the  State  is  the  establishment  of  the  university. 
The   university    is    an    institution    whose    sole  function 
is  to  provide   for    the    mental    and    physical    culture    of 
the  people.     The  different  schools    and    colleges    under 
its    SiUpervision    are  the    centres   of  such   culture.     But 
those  schools  and  colleges  should  not    be    mere    uncon- 
nected units  only  mechanically  related  with  one  anorher 
and    with   the    university;    they    should    be   rather   the 
units  of  a  system  or  organisation,    the    parts  of  a   whole 
deriving  their  life  and  inspiration    fftjm  one  another  and 
from  the  whole.    The  true  university  is  a  living  organism, 
not  merely  an  accidental  product  of  alien    forces ;  it   is 
the  ejfternal  concrete  expression  of    the  national  spirit ; 
it  is  the  living  representation  of  the  rational  order  where 
the  minds  of  individuals  find  scope  for  the  exercise    and 
development  of  their  powers.     Like  society   itself  every 
institution    in    it    is    an    organisation,  not  a  mechanical 
aggregate  of  unconnected  units.     Therefore  a  university 
which   is    only    a    mechanical   aggregate  of  some  educa- 
tional  institutions   is    not   worth   the   name  ;  it  cannot 
serve  that  purpose  for  which  an  important  sociat  institu- 
tion exists  :  an  institution  which  is    nothing    more  than 
a  mechanical  aggregate  cannot  have   very   abiding  and 
useful  place   in    society   which   itself   is   an    organism. 
Hence  a  university,  which  is  merely  "an  examining  body" 
and  has  no  direct  and  efficient  control  over   the   educa- 
tional institutions  included  in  it,  should   be  condemned, 
because  it  is  unable  to  provide  for  that  kind  of  education 
which   really   conduces   to   the    mental     and     physical 
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development.  It  itself  is  a  dead  body  ;  and  the  educa- 
tion which  it  provides  for  is  likewise  dead,  leaving  no 
animating  effect  upon  the  minds  of  the  students.  The 
only  thing  it  encourages  is  cramming,  a  dreadful  thing 
which  drains  the  life-blood  of  the  victims,  giving  them 
nothing  substantial  in  return.  The  worth  of  a  university 
should  therefore  be  measured,  not  by  the  number  of 
graduates  that  pass  out  through  its  gate  every  year,  or 
by  the  pedantic  curriculum  of  study  that  it  prescribes 
to  be  learned  by  the  students,  but  by  the  worth  of 
education  that  it  provides  for.  We  have  said  before 
that  the  object  of  a  true  university  should  be  to  provide 
for  all  kinds  of  culture.  But  the  tendency  of  modern 
universities  has  been  to  make  arrangements  for  what  is 
called  secular  education,  i.  e.  education  of  only  the 
intellectual  and  physical  capacities.  This  is  undoubtedly 
deplorable,  because  it  is  productive  of  many  evil  conse- 
quences. This  tendency  is  based  upon  the  erroneous 
supposition  thab  the  human  mind  is  divisible  into  parts 
unconnected  with  one  another,  and  that  a  particular 
part,  viz.  here  the  intellect,  may  be  educated  and 
developed  quite  independently  of  the  education  of  the 
rest.  This  unsound  view  regarding  the  nature  of  mind 
has  been  vehemently  condemned  by  all  the  leading 
psychologists  in  modern  times.  The  moral  and 
religious  education  should,  therefore,  form  part  of  the 
object  of  the  university  as  much  as  the  intellectual  and 
the  physical.  How  far  the  university  should  interefere 
with  the  internal  managements  of  the  educational  institu- 
tions, and  how  far  they  should  be  left  to   the    managing 
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bodies  of  their  own  are  subjects  which  cannot  be  discuss- 
ed in  an  ethical  treatise. 

(5)  The  Church. : — From  one  point  of  view  the 
church  is  the  highest  institution  of  society.  It  supplies 
those  needs  of  the  people  that  are  the  highest  and 
noblest ;  its  function  consists  in  securing  the  realisation 
of  the  highest  moral  ideal  in  the  relatipns  of  men,  and 
in  furnishiog  a  centre  for  moral  and  especially,  religious 
culture.  It  should  be  not  only  a  place  of  offering  prayer 
to  or  of  worshiping  of,  God  but  a  school  of  moral  and 
spiritual  training;  it  should,  therefore,  be  not  a  mere 
mechanical  congregation  of  different  classes  of  people 
but  a  living  organism  where  they  will  meet  as  its 
integral  members,  not  as  unconnected  units  gathered 
together  for  a  short  time.  The  relations  among  its 
members  should  be  as  organic  as  the  relations  between 
the  parts  themselves  of  a  system,  and  between  these 
parts  and  the  system  itself.  Like  the  members  of  a 
system  the  members  of  a  church  should  be  bound  up 
together  by  a  common  animating  spirit;  because  only 
then  they  may  develop  their  moral  and  spiritual 
capacities,  and  cultivate  those  moral  and  spiritual  virtues 
which  are  necessary  for  the  attainment  of  the  moral 
and  spiritual  ideal.  A  church,  where  that  kind  of 
relations  among  its  members  fail  to  exist,  is  a  thing 
which  may  outwardly  exhibit  the  symptoms  of  life, 
but  is  inwardly  dead  ;  it  cannot  animate  them  with 
that  kind  of  moral  and  spiritual  fei'vour  which  is  indispen- 
sable for  the  moral  and  spiritual  progress.  As  a  dead 
university   does   nothing   but   foster?   and     encourages 
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intellectual  cramming,  so  a  dead  church  does  nothing 
but  fosters  and  encourages  moral  and  spiritual  cram- 
ming :  both  are  not  only  not  useful,  but  positively 
harmful ;-  they  fail  to  produce  the  truly  intellectual, 
moral,  and  spiritual  men  but  produce  only  the  intellec- 
tual, moral,  and  spiritual  impostors.  Again,  the  church 
being  the  place  where  people  meet  to  learn  bow  to  best 
realise  and  attain  the  highest  moral  and  religious  ideal 
it  is  proper  that  all  kinds  of  sectarian  and  partisan 
spirit  are  to  be  avoided  by  its  members  as  far  as 
possible ;  the  attitude  of  a  worshipper  should  be  the 
attitude  of  universal  love  although  differences  must 
exist,  as  a  matter  of  fact, between  one  church  and  another. 
In  a  word,  toleration  is  the  best  virtue  which  should  be 
cultivated  by  every  member  of  a  church. 
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CHAPTER  VII. 
Moral  Aberrations. 

So  long  we  have  dealt  with  the  positive  elements 
of  our  moral  life — the  rights,  duties  and  virtues.  But 
the  moral  life  has  not  merely  &  positive  side  ;  it  has  also 
a  negative  side — -a  side  that  is  constituted  by  the 
opposite  elements  as  vice,  sin,  &c.  At  least  in  the 
i)eginning  the  moral  life  is  more  vicious  and  sinful 
than  dutiful  and  virtuous.  Throughout  it  is  a  great 
struggle  between  reason  and  sensibility — it  is  an  uphill 
march  ;  its  path  is  rough  and  thorny  ;  its  progress  is 
made  through  constant  slips,  i.  e;  through  lapsing 
into  vice  and  sin.  Or  in  other  words,  the  course  of. 
moral  life  is  not  straight ;  there  are  frequent  aberrations 
or  deflections  from  it.  We  are  now  going  to  consider 
these  abberrations. 

I.  Moral  Evil : — At  the  outset  we  should  care- 
fully distinguish  between  moral  and  physical  evil.  The 
physical  evil  is  what  i§  caused  by  nature  without  or 
within  us.  The  nature  outside  of  us  thwarts  our  needs 
and  wishes  in  many  ways.  The  unfertile  soil,  the 
unfavourable  climate,  the  severe  heat  or  cold,  floods 
and  droughts,  storms,  lightnings,  earthquakes,  volcanic 
erruptions,  &c.  are  the  external  natural  agencies  that 
stand  in  opposition  to  our  needs  and  wishes,  and 
are,  therefore,  positively  injurious  to  us.  The  nature 
inside  of  us  is  no  less  injurious  to  us  under  some  circum- 
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stances.  The  weaknesses  and  infirmities  of  body  and 
soul,  such  as  blindness,  deafness,  dumbness  &c.  and  the 
bad  inherited  dispositions,  are  no  less  powerful  impedi- 
ments to  our  needs  and  wishes.  The  physical  evils  are 
the  effects  of  these  injurious  natural  agencies  that 
"thwart  our  plans  and  purposes,"  or  in  any  way  impede 
our  "needs  and  wishes."  The  physical  evils  are,  there- 
fore, non-moral,  i.  e.  arise  out  of  conditions,  or  are 
caused  by  agencies,  which  are  non-moral.  The  injuries 
done  by  these  agencies  are  not  intentional,  i.  e.  not 
preconceived  by  them  ;  they  cause  them  by  the  necessity 
of  their  nature,  not  voluntarily.  These  'injuries  are, 
therefore,  non-moral  or  indifferent  to  morality  just  like 
the  injuries  done  by  the  insane,  the  somnambulic  or  the 
delirious.  There  is  another  class  of  physical  evil  which 
is  not  strictly  included  in  the  preceding.  The  injurious 
effects  caused  by  the  ivoluntary  movements  of  man  are 
also  physical  evils,  because  they  are  performed  by  him 
as  a  physical  being,  i.  e.  without  having  preconceived 
ends  for  the  realisation  of  which  they  are  necessary. 
(See  Bk.  I,  Chap.  I,  §  \— Conduct). 

The  moral  evils,  on  the  other  hand,  are  the  injurious 
effects  produced  by  the  voluntary  activities  of  man.  Thus, 
whilst  the  physical  evils  are  involuntary,  the  moral 
evils  are  voluntary  ;  the  former  are  natural,  whilst  the 
latter  are  human.  Whatever  is,  therefore,  morally  wrong 
or  bad,  is  a  moral  evil.  Hence  all  disrespects  of  the 
rights,  all  violations  of  the  duties  and  all  vices  are 
tnoral  evils. 

We  have  found  in   the  third  chapter  of  this  Book 
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that   the    essential   condition    of  the    consciousness    of 

duty  is  the  conflict  between  the   higher   and    the   lower 

selves,   between   reason   and  inclination.     This  conflict 

is  the  "source  of  the  moral  evil  also.     When    the   higher 

self  prevails   and    prompts   us  to  act  upon  the  principle 

suggested    by   it,   we   do    our   duty  ;  and  the  result  is  a 

moral    good :    where,    on    the   contrary,    the  lower  self 

prevails   and    prompts   us   to    action,    we   fail  to  do  our 

duty  ;  and  the  result  is  a  moral  evil.     Thus,   as  long   as 

such  a  conflict  continues  in  our  mind,  and  there  remains 

the    possibility   of  our     lapsing    into    vice  and  sin,  the 

moral  evil  is  inevitable.     Again,  we  can  cultivate   vices, 

as   we   can   cultivate   virtues.     The    vices   or   the   bad 

habits   of  thoughts    and^  actions,    then,     become    more 

formidable  impediments   to    the   moral   progress.     The 

sporadic  lapse  into  the  bad  is  a  far  lesser  menace  to  the 

moral  life  than  the  habits   of   vices.     Furthermore,  our 

moral  life  is  not  a  merely  unconnected  series  of  sporadic 

acts  and  habits ;  it  is  an  organised  whole   iti   which  the 

sporadic  acts  and  habits  are  units  ;  it  also   undergoes   a 

process  of  development   and  passes    through   distinct 

but  correlated   stages.     This   does   not   mean  that  the 

development   is   uninterrupted   and   continuous;    there 

are  occasional  hindrances — there  are  frequent  backward 

movements.     But  inspite  of  all  these  the    movement   is, 

on   the   whole,   forward,  though  the  amount  of  progress 

may  be,  in  some  cases,  very  small,  in   some  other,   very 

great :    each   stage   may   be   regarded   as  a  universe  in 

itself ;  it  is  the  moral  sphere  in  which  a  man  lives   for  a 

long  or  short  period  of  time ;  but  so  long  as  he   lives   in 
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it  he  views  all  moral  facts  from  a  particular  standpoint. 
This  standpoint  may  be  narrow  or  broad  ;  but  what- 
ever it  may  be,  it  always  falls  short  of  the  moral  ideal ; 
however  advanced  is  the  actual  state  of  our  moral  life, 
it  always  falls  short  of  the  ideal  state.  Hence  there 
always  remains  the  possibility  of  a  conflict  between  the 
actual  and  the  ideal,  between  the  lower  and  the  higher : 
it  is  the  destiny  of  man  to  be  in  a  state  of  war,  in  so 
far  as  he  is  human  ;  but  in  such  a  war  lies  his  greatness. 
The  life  in  which  there  is  no  such  war  is  either  the  life 
of  the  brute,  or  of  God.  Such  being  the  lot  of  man, 
the  moral  evil,  in  different  degrees,  is  as  much  possible 
for  him  as  the  moral  good.  By  this  it  is  not,  of  course, 
meant  that  evil  is  sought  as  evil,  as  good  is  sought  as 
good.  As  we  have  said  elsewhere,  (see  Bk.  II,  p.  19 
and  also  chap.  IV.  §  II  of  this  Book),  man  always  seeks 
his  own  good.  The  reasons  are  obvious.  The  ultimate 
form  of  good  is  invariably  self-realisation  ;  a  man  acts 
only  to  attain  something  which  may  satisfy  him  ;  and 
what  satisfies  him  is  always  considered  by  him  as  his 
good.  Thus  no  man  seeks  moral  evil  knowingly.  Yet 
it  cannot  be  denied  that  man  occasionally  does  wrong 
or  seeks  what  is  really  a  moral  evil.  This  apparent 
inconsistency  arises  out  of  the  fact  that  though  a 
man's  standpoint,  at  the  time  of  action,  is  that  of  his 
own  good,»this  standpoint  may  be  narrow,  selfish  and 
therefore,  inconsistent  with  the  broader  standpoint — the 
standpoint  of  the  universal  good :  hence  in  so  far  as 
he  judges  his  action  from  his  own  standpoint  he  thinks 
it   good    but   when   he   himself     or     others    judge     it 
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from  the  broader  standpoint  it  is  thought  bad  r 
thus  the  same  action  may  be  good  and  bad 
at  the  same  time  when  judged  from  two  different  stand- 
points. This  shows  that  there  is  no  action  which  is 
absolutely  bad,  or  absolutely  good.  What  we  usually 
call  bad  actions  are  not  absolutely  bad  ;  they  are  good, 
at  least  for  the  time  being,  to  the  doers  in  a  certain 
sense.  We  call  stealing,  murder,  cheating,  forgery, 
lying,  &c.  bad ;  but  are  they  entirely  bad  to  the 
perpetrators  ?  Do  they  not  satisfy  them  at  the  time  of 
their  performance  ?  The  truth  is,  these  actions  are  good 
to  them  in  as  far  as  they  are  performed  to  attain  ends 
which  satisfy  them, — in  as  far  as  they  are  done  from 
standpoints  suggested  by  the  "  universes  "  within  wtiich 
their  perpetrators  live.  Again,  as  Prof.  Mackenzie  has 
truly  remarked  :  "  Many  of  the  acts  that  we  regard  as 
vices  were  at  one  tinie  scarcely  vices  at  all.  They  are 
the  virtues  of  a  lower  stage  of  civilization,  a  lower 
universe  which  has  been  superseded,  but  in  which  some 
men  still  linger."  "  Murder  and  lying  and  theft,"  says 
Prof.  Alexander,  "  are  a  datn  nosa  hereditus  left  us 
from  a  time  when  they  were  legitimate  institutions  r 
when  it  was  honourable  to  kill  all  but  members  of  the 
clan,  or  to  lie  without  scruple  to  gain  an  end,  and  when 
there  was  promiscuity  of  property."  (Moral  Order  and 
Progress,  p.  307).  (See  also  Bk.  I,  pp.  145-50).  But, 
yet,  we  call  these  actions  bad,  and  we  do  so  rightly, 
because  the  standpoints  from  which  they  are  done 
are  very  narrow  in  comparison  with  the  standpoint 
suggested  by  the  idea  of  the  supreme   end   of  life ;  the 
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universes  within  which  they  fall  are  far  lower  than  the 
universe  of  the  Common  Good  :  they  satisfy  the  lower 
selves  of  the  perpetrators,  which  suggest  lower  stand- 
points to  them.  Is  it  then  possible  to  seek  evil  for  its 
own  sake  ?  Milton's  Satan  and  Shakespeare's  Tinton 
of  Athens  are  depicted  to  be  such  characters  as  seek 
evil  as  evil.  But  this  is  merely  a  poetical  exaggeration 
rather  than  a  stern  truth.  A  man,  without  losing  his 
rational  nature  altogether,  cannot  sink  so  low  into  the 
depth  of  immorality  as  may  say  '•  Evil,  be  thou  my 
good."  In  extreme  cases  the  moral  nature  of  the  evil- 
doers becomes  more  or  less  dormant,  but  may  be  roused 
up  at  a  single  animating  call,  as  is  the  case  with  the 
converts. 

But  apart  from  the  average  men,  even  the  best  men 
among  us  sometimes  show  weakness  of  character.  The 
reason  is,  the  standpoint  of  no  human  being,  however 
good  he  may  be,  is  the  best ;  defect  in  some  form  or 
other  attaches  itself  to  it,  the  consequence  of  which  is 
that  though  in  one  direction  their  actions  are  excellent, 
in  another  direction  they  are  defective.  Or  in  other 
words,  the  universe  in  which  they  live  is  not  a  perfect 
system,  a  perfect  organisation  of  all  the  elements  it 
contains  ;  so  that  the  dominant  interest  is  not  one,  but 
many,  some  of  which  are  excellent,  while  others  are 
low  and  narrow :  it  may  be  that  the  excellent  ones 
guide  their  conduct  in  the  great  majority  of  cases,  but 
yet  in  some  instances  they  are  guided  by  the  narrow 
ones.  Study  the  life  of  any  great  man,  and  you  will 
find  that  it  is  an  admixture  of  greatness  and  narrowness, 
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moral  strength  and  moral  weakness.  Socrates  was  great 
in  many  respects,  but  a  failure  in  his  domestic  life.  Many 
eminent  poets  bore  impeachable  character ;  many  great 
reformers  were  unscrupulous  in  selecting  means  to  their 
ends.  Consequently,  the  moral  judgment  upon  the 
character  of  a  man  should  be  based,  not  upon  his  short- 
comings only,  but  also  upon  his  achievements  and 
efforts.  The  moral  evils  are  thus  shadows  that  will 
accompany  human  nature  so  long  as  it  remains 
imperfect ;  it  is  the  destmy  of  man  to  lapse  into  them 
and  struggle  with  them  ;  and  only  by  gradually  over- 
coming them  he  can  achieve  his  salvation. 

The  moral  evils  may  be  viewed  from  two  stand- 
points—from the  standpoint  of  inner  nature,  or  from 
that  of  outer  deeds — from  their  inner  side  or  their  outer 
side.  From  the  former  they  are  called  vices  or  flaws 
of  character  or  bad  habits  of  will ;  from  the  latter  they 
are  called  sins  and  crimes  or  bad  acts.  We  shall  now 
deal  with  vice,  sin  and  crime  separately. 

II.  Vice: — Vice  is  opposite  of  virtue.  Therefore 
each  vice  corresponds  to  a  virtue.  Or  in  accordance 
with  Aristotle,  each  virtue  is  the  mean  between  two 
vices ;  the  extreme  and  the  defective  forms  of  each 
action  are  vices,  whilst  the  moderate  or  intermediate 
form  is  a  virtue.  Th\xs,foolhardiness  or  rashness  which 
is  an  excess,  and  cowardice  which  is  a  deficiency,  both 
are  vices,  whereas  courage,  the  mean  or  intermediate 
form  of  the  two,  is  a  virtue.  Similarly,  prodigality 
and  illiberality  are  vices,  whilst  liberality  is  a  virtue, 
We   have   distinguibhed   vice  from  sin  and  crime.     But 
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it  should  be  remembered  that  the  distinction  is  not 
absolute.  The  vices  are  inner  habits,  whilst  sins  and 
crimes  are  outer  actions.  But  there  is  no  absolute 
distinction  beiween  the  inner  habits  and  the  outer  acts  ; 
the  latter  are  the  external  expressions  of  the  former. 
The  concrete  act  is  a  whole  of  which  the  inner  habit 
and  the  overt  act  are  mere  constituents.  Hence  a  vice 
separated  from  the  overt  act  in  which  it  issues  is  an 
nbstroftion  ;  so  is  the  overt  act  separated  from  the  inner 
habit.  Hence  in  considering  the  moral  value  of  a 
concrete  act  we  should  take  into  account  both  the 
sides — both  the  inner  habit  and  the  overt  act.  But  in 
fact  the  inner  side  is  more  extensive  than  the  outer.  In 
all  instances  the  vicious  tendencies  do  not  issue  in  overt 
act.  In  many  instances  they  fail  to  issue  definitely  in 
evil  deeds  on  account  of  the  obstruction  offered  by 
external  circumstances  or  other  causes,  and  therefore 
remain  more  or  less  concealed.  And  in  some  cases 
where  they  issue  in  deeds,  the  evil  character  of  the 
actions  may  be  changed  into  a  s;ood  one  by  the  action 
of  external  forces  ;  the  motive  is  bad,  but  the  overt  act 
may  produce  good  consequences,  as  in  the  instance 
given  by  Dr.  Johnson  that  if  a  man  flings  a  shilling 
towards  a  beggar  to  hurt  him,  and  if  the  beggar  picks 
it  up,  buys  victuals  and  thus  saves  his  life  from  starva- 
tion, the  action  produces  good  consequences,  but  the 
motive  of  the  man  is  bad.  So  that  in  evaluing  the 
outer  deeds  we  should  look  into  the  inner  motives  as 
much  as  into  the  external  consequences.  (For  a  fuller 
discussion   of   this   point,  see  Bk.  I,  Chap.  VI,  pp.  io5- 
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119)-  Again,  the  «/i'mafe  moral  (Value  of  an  act  should 
be  determined  by  considering  whether  the  motive  is  the 
highest,  i.e.  has  reference  to  the  Universal  Good.  What 
we  usually  call  good  motives  are  only  relatively  good  ; 
there  is  only  one  absolutely  good  motive,  and  that  is 
what  has  reference  to  the  Supreme  Good  or  Good  of 
the  universe.  When  an  act  is  done  from  ,this  motive, 
it  is  really  and  absolutely  good.  This  is  the  meaning 
of  the  famous  saying  "  Whatever  is  not  of  faith  is  gin." 

Now  another  question  presents  itself  to  us  :  Are  the 
vices,  apart  from  actions,  morally  culpable,  i.e.  have 
they  any  intrinsic  value  for  which  alone  they  may  be 
condemned  ?  We  have  discussed  this  point  elsewhere. 
(See  Bk.  I,  Chap.  VI,  pp.  1 19-21).  Here,  we  shall 
consider  only  a  remark  of  Prof  Mackenzie :  "  Such 
sayings  as  '  whoever  looketh  on  a  woman  to  lust  after 
her,  has  committed  adultery  with  her  already  in  his 
heart,'  gave  a  new  extension  to  the  conception  of 
morals."  (Manual,  p.  377).  The  sayings  are  true,  if 
"  looking  "  here  indicates  a  habitual  disposition,  not  a 
mere  passing  desire,  i.e.  if  it  is  his  habit  to  look  in  that 
way  ;  otherwise  the  desire  that  expresses  itself  in  the 
looking  may  be  merely  fugitive,  Ipaving  no  evil  trace 
behind  in  the  character,  and  will  be  therefore  morally 
indifferent.  This  is  admitted  by  Prof  Mackenzie,  as 
he  says,  "  of  course  evil  thoughts  may  also  pass  through 
a  man's  mind  without  getting  the  length  even  of  inten- 
tions. In  this  case  they  are  not  morally  culpable. 
Cf.  Milton's  Paradise  Lost,  Book  V.— 
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"  Evil  into  the  mind  of  God  or  man 

May  come  and  go,  so  unapproved,  and  leave 

No  spot  or  blame  behind." 

(Ibid,  p.  2^0,/ooi  note). 

But  the  vices,  as  we  have  said,  are  bad  habitual  dis- 
positions acquji-ed  through  a  series  of  voluntary  actions; 
and  as  they  are  voluntarily  acquired,  they  must  be  mora- 
lly culpable,  quite  apart  from  their  issue  in  evil  deeds, 
because  we  are  morally  responsible  for  them. 

One  other  poirit  which  remains  to  be  considered  is 
the  classification  of  the  vices.  But  as  each  vice  corres- 
ponds to  a  virtue,  the  classification  of  the  vice-^  will  also 
correspond  to  the  classification  of  the  virtues.  We  have 
already  classified  the  virtues  in  the  fourth  chapter  of  this 
Book,  which  will  give  the  clue  to  the  classification  of  the 
vices.  It  is  therefore  needless  to  enter  into  such  a  clas- 
sification here. 

Review  of  theories  : — Before  we  leave  the  sub- 
ject we  should  consider  some  peculiar  theories  with 
regard  to  its  origin.  Three  theories  deserve  examina- 
tion— the  Christian  theory  of  Original  sin  (sin  is  here 
used  in  the  sense  of  vice),  Kant's  theory  of  radical  sin, 
and  Plato's  theory  of  vice  as  ignorance. 

(1)  The  doctrine  of  original  sin :— This  is  a 

theological  dogma  which  need  not  elaborately  be  con- 
sidered here.  It  teaches  that  men  are  wicked  and  corrupt 
from  their  births-men  are  born  with  only  vicious  disposi- 
tions. If  the  dogma  means  that  men  contain  the 
possibility  of  being  vicious  in  their  nature  inasmuch  as  it 
is  imperfect,  it  is  true ;  but  if  the  dogma  means  that   the 
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human  nature  is  predestined  to  be  vicious,  not  to  be  good, 
then  it  is  false,  because  it  is  not  only  inconsistent  with 
experience,  but  also  with  the  testimony  of  all  science 
and  philosophy :  it  is  a  dangerous  doctrine  which  re- 
duces man. to  be  an  incorrigible  devil  to  whom  only  one 
■course  of  action  is  open,>  viz.  the  vicious  ;  ^but  a  devil,  in 
this  sense  of  the  term,  is  not  a  moral  being,  for  a  .moral 
'being  is  conscious  of  both  the  good  and  the  evil,  and  a 
being  to  whom  only  one  course  of  action  is  possible,  is 
either  a  beast  or  a  god,  i.  e.,  a  being  who  is  either  below 
or  above  the  level  of  morality.  Thus  the  doctrine 
abolishes  the  very  moral  nature  of  man. 

(2)  The  doctrine  of  radical  sin : — Kant  also 

repudiates  the  doctrine  of  original  sin  on  the  ground 
that  it  makes  sin  heriditary  ;  and  "to  make  it  the  result 
of  heridity  is  to  confound  it  with  disease."  Sin,  accord- 
ing to  Kant,  is  ^g/'jowa/,  i.  e.,  the  consequence  of  man's 
liberty.  "Sin  is  the  voluntary  preference  of  the  love  of 
self  to  the  law  of  duty.''  But  this  voluntary  preference 
either  to  love  the  self  or  the  law  of  duty  took  place  at 
the  moment  when  our  will  first  exercised  its  freedom. 
We  committed  ourselves  to  the  path  of  virtue  or  of  vice 
in  our  cradle — we  are  sinners  or  saints  from  our  birth. 
Hence  sin  is  innate  or  radical  because  it  came  into  being 
at  our  birth  ;  yet  it  is  acquired,  not  heriditary,  because  it 
was  due  to  our  free  choice.  But  as  it  cannot  be  main- 
tained, because  contrary  to  experience,  that  man  is 
absolutely  good,  Kant  was  obliged  to  hold  "the  Jansenist 
thesis  that  man  is  originally  and  naturally  wicked."  If 
it   is  asked   why   can   man  not  be  good  and  evil  at  the 
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same  time?  his  answer  is  :  he  cannot,  because  the  free 
act  by  which  he  chooses  good  or  evil  is  one,  indivisible,, 
absolute  act :  "he  chooses  at  one  time,  and  for  his  whole 
life,  his  moral  destiny"  ;  but  as  he  cannot  choose  both 
good  and  evil  at  the  same  time,  he  must  choose  one  ; 
and  this  must  be  evil,  because  if  he  chose  good  all  the 
actions  throughout  his  life  would  be  good, — a  fact  which 
is  contradicted  by  experience.  The  numerous  bad  ac- 
tions v^hich  a  man  performs  in  his  life  clearly  shnw  that 
he  did  not  choose  good  by  the  first  absolute  act  of  his 
free  will ;  he  therefore  chose  evil.  Thus  man  is  originally 
and  naturally  wicked.  Kant  calls  that  doctrine  latitudi- 
narianism  which  maintains  that  man  is  at  once  good 
and  evil,  or  that  he  is  neither  good  nor  evil ;  and  that 
doctrine  Hgorism  which  teaches  that  man  is  either  abso- 
lutely good  or  absolutely  evil. 

Criticism : — (a)  This  doctrine  denies  the   "compa- 
rative degree   in  the  moral  value  of  men  and  leads  logi- 
cally to  the  Stoical  paradox  that  all  faults  are  equal."    If 
men  are  absolutely  wicked,  if  there  is  nothing   good   in 
him, — it  follows  that  all  men  are  equally  wicked  and   ^11' 
evils  are   absolute.      Hence   all  actions  are  equally  bad, 
because  they  flow  from  exactly  the  same  principle,   viz., 
the   love   of  the  self     These  inferences  are  undoubtedly 
absurd,  because  contrary  to  experience   which   declares 
that  there  are  better  and  worse  men,  there  are  better  and 
worse  actions.     For  instance,  a  truthful    man   is   better 
than  a  liar  ;  a  philanthrope  is  better  than  a  misanthrope;, 
murder  is  worse  than   striking  or  hurting ;   earning  of 
wealth  by   fair  means  is  better  than  the  same  by  unfair 
means,  and  so  on. 
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(jb)    Another   difficulty   involved     in     the     doctrine 
is     that   it   fails   to  explain    the     possibility   of  moral 
■  conversion.    If  man  chooses,  in  the  cradle,  by  an  absolute 
act  of  his    free    will,    either    the    good    or    the  evil  and 
remains  absolutely  good  or  evil    throughout    his    life,    it 
is  inconceivable  that  there  can    be    any    transition   from 
the   one   state   to   the  other.     Moral    conversion  which 
means   such    transition    is   therefore,    impossible,    or  at 
least  is  a  mystery   and  a  miracle. '  Indeed  Kant  denies 
that    experience    proves    the    possibility    of    any    such 
-conversion.     He  contends  that  no  man  can    be    entirely 
■converted  to  good,  because  we  find  that  even    the    most 
saintly   of  men    has    moral  defects.     Therefore,  so  long 
as  the  distinction  between  good  and  evil  remains  absolute, 
so  long  as  no  commingling  of  good  and  evil  is    possible, 
there  is  really  no  distinction  between  the  saint  and    the 
sinner:    in   fact    there    is    no    saint,  all  are  sinner.     For 
these   reasons,   Kant   did    not  hesitate  to  repeat  that  he 
was   not   sure   whether   any   virtuous  act  was  ever  per- 
formed on  the  earth.     This  theory  resembles   the   Stoic 
doctrine  that  no  man  is  wise  because  no  man  is  perfectly 
wise.    But  both  fact  and  experience  contradict  this  :  we 
find  that  good  co-exists  with  evil ;  no  man,    as   we  have 
found,   is   absolutely   good   or   absolutely   evil  ;  man  is 
therefore  both  good  and  evil  at  the  same  time. 

(c)  Kant  was  aware  of  this  difficulty  and  tried-lo 
meet  it.  He  observed  that  man's  acts  are  all  bad,  because 
they  are  occurrences  in  time  and  therefore  metaphysi- 
cally imperfect.  But  conscience  which  is  the  principle 
-of  these  acts  is  absolute  and  above  time,    God  sees  not 
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only  our  acts  but  also  our  conscience.  Hence  the  real 
goodness  of  a  man  consists  in  the  goodness  of  his  cons- 
cience, not  in  the  goodness  of  his  acts.  Intheeyefof 
God  that  man  is  good  whose  conscience  is  good,  even 
though  his  acts  may  be  bad.  This  is  equivalent  to  the 
admission  that  a  man  may  be  good  in  conscience  and 
bad  in  actions,  i.  e.  he  may  be  good  and  bad  at  the  same 
time.  There  are  other  difficulties  involved  in  this 
explanation.  According  to  {Cant  badness  attaches  only 
to  actions,  whilst  goodness  only  to  conscience.  The 
kind  of  badness  and  goodness  which  he  speaks  of  is 
metaphysical,  because  the  former  is  due  to  metaphysical 
imperfection  and  the  latter  to  metaphysical  perfection. 
But  our  actions  are  not  only  metaphysically  imperfect 
but  may  also  be  morally  defective.  For  instance,  an 
act  of  stealing  is  an  event  in  time,  and  therefore  meta- 
physically inperfect,  but  it  is  also  morally  bad.  Likewise, 
the  goodness  of  conscience  is  not  merely  metaphysical, 
but  also  moral,  because  if  it  were  not  so,  it  could  not  be 
the  principle  of  moral  actions.  The  conscience  cannot 
be  absolutely  separated  from  acts  and  conversely.  The 
acts  are  bad,  because  they,  as  events  in  time  and  space, 
do  not  completely  represent  the  conscience.  This  is 
true.  But  this  also  shows  that  the  acts  are  at  least 
incomplete  expressions  of  conscience.  If  conscience 
and  acts  are  absolutely  distinct,  if  the  latter  are  not  in 
any  way  expressions  of  the  former,  we  cannot  be  held 
responsible  for  our  actions.  Again,  it  is  not  true  that 
the  conscience  of  man  is  absolute  and  perfect.  The 
actual  concrete   conscience  of  man  is  an   individualisa- 
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tion  of  the  universal  conscience,  j list  as  his  actual  concrete 
reason  is  an  individualisation  of  the  universal  reason, 
and  as  such  is  imperfect.  (For  a  fuller  discussion  of  this 
point,  see  Bk.  I,  Chap.  VI).  This  is  corroborated  by 
our  common  experience.  Peoples  differ  considerably 
with  regard  to  their  moral  judgments  and  also  the  exact 
meaning  and  scope  of  the  moral  laws.  The  conscience 
of  the  same  man  "wavers  and  oscillates  more  or  less 
between  good  and  evil."  •  Besides,  there  is  a  practical 
danger  attached  to  the  theory  that  an  absolutely  good 
conscience  may  co-exist  with  absolutely  bad  acts,  that 
we  may  be  absolutely  pure  in  heart  though  our  actions 
may  be  morally  defective.  It  defends  those  fanatics 
who  believe  that  the  purity  of  conscience  \yill  atone  for 
the  badness  of  acts. 

(d)  Now,  if  it  is  asked,  if  our  actions  do  not  indicate 
the  purity  of  our  conscience,  how  do  we  know  that  our 
conscience  is  pure  and  good  at  all  ?  Kant,  in  reply,  tells 
us  that  it  will  be  the  sufficient  indication  of  the  purity 
of  conscience  if  we  know  that  we  are  making  progress 
in  good.  The  absolute  good  is  our  ideal  which  we  can- 
not expect  to  know  and  reach  ;  our  actual  state  is  only 
a  step  in  the  progress  towards  it ;  and  it  is  sufficient  for 
us  if  we  are  conscious  of  such  progress.  AU  these  are 
true  so  far  as  they  go.  But,  as  progress  implies  a  transi- 
tion from  the  lower  tu  the  higher,  from  a  less  good  to  a 
more  good,  Kant  unconsciously  comes  round  to  our 
own  theory  that  a  man  can  be  good  and  bad  at  the 
same  time,  that  good  may  co-exist  with  evil,  that  good 
and  bad  are  relative  terms,  they  are  correlative. 
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(e)  Kant  supposes  that  our  will  is  fully-developed 
even  from  our  birth,  i.  e.  is  capable  of  consciously  and 
freely  selecting  a  life  of  action  even  at  our  birth.  But 
this  is  contrary  to  the  teachings  of  modern  psychology. 
Our  will  passes  through  several  imfjulsive  and  semi- 
impulsive  stages  before  it  comes  to  a  stage  called  volition 
in  which  only  it  consciously  preconceives  an  end  and 
then  realises  it  freely  by  an  overt  act.  (See  Bk.  I, 
pp.  50-61). 

(f)  Granting  that  the  will  is  fully-developed  from 
our  birth,  what  relation  our  conscience  bears  to  the  one, 
indivisible,  absolute  first  act  by  which  the  will  made  us 
radically  evil  ?  What  is  the  relation  between  the  will 
and  conscience  ?  Kant  is  far  from  being  explicit  on  this 
point.  Evidently  the  indivisible,  absolute  act  was  bad, 
because  "it  was  nothing  but  a  choice  of  the  bad  ;  and  the 
will,  as  the  absolute  determinant  of  such  a  choice  was 
also  bad.  But  as  the  will  could  also  choose  the  good, 
it  was  also  good  ;  or  in  other  words,  the  will  was,  in 
fact,  both  good  and  bad — it  was  relatively  good.  But 
conscience,  according  to  Kant,  is  absolutely  unerring, 
absolutely  good.  The  will  and  conscience  are  therefore 
absolutely  distinct,  and  must  be  two  independent 
faculties  of  the  self.  This  is  another  psychological 
blunder  called  "faculty-hypothesis"  in  psychology,  which 
divides  the  self  into  distinct  and  independent  faculties, 
and  thus  makes  it  only  a  mechanical  aggregate  of  them. 
(See  Bk.  I,  pp.  122-23).  Again,  if  the  relation  between 
the  will  and  conscience  be  external,  the  relation  between 
the  absolute  act  and  conscience  must  also  be  external : 
that  is  to  say,  conscience  was  not  the  real    spring  of  the 
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act,  but  simply  declared  it  to  be  bad.  This  view 
resembles  the  common  intuitional  view  that  all  voluntary 
acts  Spring  from  the  will,  and  the  function  of  conscience 
is  simply  to  declare  the  goodness  or  badness  of  them. 
Kant's  view,  then,  has  all  the  defects  that  belong  to  the 
intuitional  theory. 

(3)    The  theory  of  vice  as  ignorance :— (For 

the  statement  and  criticism  of  this  theory  see  the 
fourth  chapter  of  this  Book,  §  III.). 

III.  Sin: — A' sin,  as  we  have  said  before,  is  a  bad 
outer  deed,  whilst  vice  is  an  inner  disposition  or  habit. 
Therefore,  from  the  moral  point  of  view  both  are  equally 
important  and  essential.  We  have  also  found  that  a 
vice,  as  a  merely  passing  bad  intention,  is  not  more 
morally  culpable  than  a  virtue,  as  a  merely  passing 
good  intention,  is  morally  laudable.  Both  are' morally 
indifferent.  Similarly  an  outer  deed,  whose  spring  is 
not  an  active  intention,  or  vice,  or  virtue,  is  morally 
neutral.  For' these  reasons  an  outer  deed  is  a  sin  when 
it  is  issued  from  a  sporadic  bad  act  of  the  will,  or  by  a 
bad  habit  of  the  will ;  otherwise  it  is  an  impulsive  act 
which  is  morally  neutral,  although  productive  of  bad 
consequences.  No  doubt  we  ordinarily  judge  the 
moral  value  of  actions  by  reference  to  their  external 
consequences  :  this  is  because  either  that  it  is  not 
always  easy  to  read  the  real  intention  of  the  agent,  or 
that  we  fail  to  understand  the  real  significance  of  the 
morality  of  actions.  Whatever  the  cause  may  be,  from 
the  moral  point  of  view  it  is  a  serious  mistake  to 
estimate  the  morality  of  actions  by  their  external  conse- 
quences only,     (See  Bk.  I,  chap,  VI). 


MORAL   PHILOSOPHY.  211 

IV.     Crime: — Crime  is    narrower  than  sin:  sin,  as 
we  have    found,  indicates    all  kinds  of  Jiioral    misdeeds; 
but  crime  signifies  those  misdeeds  which  go    against  the 
established  laws  of  a  country  ;  it    includes  the  offences 
which  are  recognised  and  enforced  at  law,  and  are,  there- 
fore liable  to  be  followed  by  punishment.  Thus,  if  sin  be 
regarded  as  a  generic  term,  crime  will  be  a  specific  ternSi 
It  is  not  convenient,  or  even  possible  to  bring   all    moral 
offences    under    the    perview  of  the  law.     For  exampTe, 
prodigality  is  a  moral  offence  ;  but,  yet,  it  is  not  possible 
to  punish  the  offender  legally,  because  it  is    not   always 
possible     to    exactly    determine    what    constitutes   this 
offence      under      certain      circumstances.         Similarly, 
ingratitude    is    a    moral    offence;   but  we  canrjot  always 
ascertain  the    specific    nature   of    the    offences    coming 
under  it.  For  these  reasons  the  law  recognises  only  those 
moral    offences    which    arq    definite,    and    directly    and 
seriously   affect    the   well-being   of  society.       Again,    a 
faicrhly-developed    conscience    recognises  moral  offences- 
which  are  so  subtle  that  they  are  not   ordinarily    recogr 
nised    as  offences  at  all.     Furthermore,    there  are  moral 
offences  whose  evil  consequences  fall  upon  the  offenders 
themselves  without  affecting  the  general  well-being.     In 
such  instances  it  is  not  necessary  to  formulate    any    law 
for  their  prevention. 

V.    Reward    and    Punishment :— There  are 

two  opposing  human  activities  that  bring  on  two 
opposite  consequences  upon  the  agent.  All  good  deeds 
bring  on  reward,  while  all  bad  deeds ,  bring  on  punish- 
ments, in  some  form  or  other.  Men  are  naturally 
prone  to  reward  those  who  perform  their  duties   respect. 
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other's  rights  or  do  virtuous  acts  ;  and  to  punish  those 
who  do  the  opposite.  When  they  see  that  the  virtuous 
are  punished,  or  not  rewarded,  and  the  vicious  are 
rewarded,  or  not  punished,  they  still  believe  that  in  the 
long  run,  here  or  hereafter,  the  former  will  get  recom- 
pense and  the  latter  will  be  crushed.  This  natural  belief 
is  based  upon  a  higher  natural  belief  that  the  ultimate 
constitution  pf  the  world  is  moral,  and  that,  therefore, 
the  necessary  consequences  of  the  virtuous  deeds  are 
reward  and  those  of  the  vicious  deeds  are  punishment. 
Thus  the  rational  basis  of  reward  and  punishment  is 
the  sense  of  justice  which  demands  that  men  must  bear 
the  consequences  of  their  deeds.  Again,  as  every 
good  deed  is  beneficial  to  individuals,  they  naturally 
feel  gratitude  to  and  reverence  for,  the  doer,  while,  as 
every  evil  deed  is  harmful  to  them,  they  naturally  feel 
revenge  against  the  perpetratpr.  These  feelings  are  the 
natural  origin  of  reward  and  punishment.  Further- 
more, the  justification  of  punishment  may  be  shown 
in  another  way.  The  ultimate  object  of  society  and 
therefore  of  every  member  of  it  is  the  maintenance  of 
the  moral  ideal.  The  moral  ideal  may  be  maintained 
in  two  ways — by  education  SinAhy  punishment.  Both 
of  these  are  forms  of  moral  discipline,  but  their 
operations  are  different.  Education  maintains  the 
moral  ideal  by  developing  the  moral  life  of  individuals 
and  thus  raising  them  gradually  to  higher  moral 
universe,  whereas  punishment  preserves  it  by  enforcing 
it  against  the  resistance  of  the  wrong-doer,  by  vindica- 
ting the  majesty  of  the  law  against  him.  Thus, 
"punishment  as  a  moral  institution  is  the  condemnation 
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of  wrong-doing,  which  either  is  effected  by  simple  moral 
censure,   or,     in    cases     where    it   is   found   n^cessaiy, 

is   enforced   by  legal    penalties. But   punishment  is 

as  natural  a  result  of  wrong-doing  as  a  cold  is  of 
sitting  in  wet  shoes.  It  is  the  reaction  of  the  good 
forces  of  society  against  the  evil.  Accordingly,  it  is 
something  which  grows  and  exists  with  morality  itself, 
and  is  a  necessary  incident  of  the  predominance  of 
the  ideal."  (Prof.  Alexander,  Moral  Order  and 
Progress,  pp.  324-25). 

But,  though  the  institution  of  reward  and  punishment 
takes  its  origin  from  these  natural  feelings  these  feelings 
themselves  change  their  character  as  moralisation 
increases.  In  primitive  societies  gratitude  and  revenge 
were  the  sole  origin  of  reward  and  punishment ;  and 
even  in  civilized  societies  the  peoples  belonging  to  the 
lower  strata  are  scarcely  prompted  by  any  higher 
feelings  than  these  in  their  distribution  of  reward  and 
punishment.  But  with  the  development  of  moral 
consciousness  these  egoistic  feelings  are  gradually 
dropped  out  and  the  distribution  of  reward  and  punish- 
ment is  based,  mainly,  upon  the  considerations  of 
common  good  or  evil,  although  the  egoistic  elements 
are  not  entirely  absent.  But  gratitude  being  a^  virtue 
it  still  retains  its  influence ;  while  revenge  being 
positively  vicious,  it  totally  disappears,  or  at  least  is 
considerably  weakened^  As  Prof.  Mackenzie  has 
remarked :  "As  the  moral  consciousness  develops,  this 
feeling  of  personal  resentment  becomes  less  keen. 
Men  begin  to  learn  that  their  merely  personal  wrongs 
are     not     of    infinite   importance ;   and   under   certain 


214  MORAL   PHILOSOPHY. 

circumstances  forgiveness  becomes  possible.  They  see 
that  a  wrong-doer  to  them  is  not  necessarily  a  wrog- 
doer  to  humanity,  and  it  is  only  this  last  that  is  of 
moment."  But  the  attitude  of  society  will  always 
remain  the  same.  Its  sense  of  injury  will  .not  be 
weakened  and  will  continue  to  be  the  sole  motive  of 
punishment;  because  a  wrong  done  to  an  individual 
as  an  integral  member  of  society,  and  the  latter  being 
the  representative  of  humanity,  it  is  ultimately  a  wrong 
done  to  humanity  :  the  vindication  of  the  majesty  of  the 
law  is  the  vindication  of  the  rights  of  humanity. 
Forgiveness  is  here  out  of  the  question  ;  the  supremacy 
of  the  law  must  be  vindicated  ;  the  wrong-doer  must 
be  punished  ;  and  the  wrongness  and  the  nullity  of 
wrong-doing  must  be  clearly  shown.  This  is,  as  we 
have  said,  the  rational  justification  of  punishment. 
But  we  shall  show  in  the  ■  sequel  that  punishment  has 
other  aspects  beside  mere  retribution. 

We  have  found  above  that  reward  and  punishment 
come  into, existence  along  with  morality^  but  they  are 
not  identical  with  morality.  Morality  is  the  logical 
prius  of  these  institutions.  But  the  utilitarian  writers 
reverse  this  order  and  suppose  that  the  institutions  of 
reward  and  punishment  precede  morality,  not  vice 
versa.  Their  famous  doctrine  of  the  "sanctions  of 
morality"  was  invented  to  explain  the  origin  and 
development  of  morality.  According  to  them  "morality 
is  conformity  to  a  law  to  which  ,  penalties  are  attached 
by  the  law-giver,  whether  that  law-giver  is  society  or 
the  law  of  the  land,  or  God."  Thus  with  them,  the 
hope   of  reward   and  the  fear   of  punishment  through 
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which  the  law  operates  are  the  only  motives  of  moral 
actions  ;  and  reward  and  punishment  are  the  essential 
marks  by  which  morality  and  immorality  of  actions 
should  be  judged  ;  if  you  want  to  know  whether  an 
action  is  good  or  bad,  find  out  whether  reward  or 
penalty  attaches  to  it.  So  far  as  the  development  of 
morality  is  concerned  this  doctrine  contains  some  truth  ; 
but  as  an  explanation  of  the  origin  and  justification 
of  morality  it  is  a  hopeless  failure.  For  a  fuller  account 
and  criticism  of  this  theory,  see  Bk.  I,  pp.  150-61;  and 
Bk.  II,  pp.  58-61,  and  65-69. 

VI.    The    Theories    of   Punishment :— The 

object  of  punishment  may  be  viewed  from  three 
different  standpoints.  These  standpoints  give  rise  to 
three  distinct  theories  of  punishment.  The  first  is 
called  retributive  or  retaliatory,  the  s^zandi  preventive  or 
deterrent  and  the  third  educative  or  reformative. 

(0    The    retributive    theory:— This    is    the 

original  form  of  the  theory  of  punishment.  Among  the 
primitive  peoples  whose  moral  consciousness  was 
little  developed  and  consequently  whose  actions  were 
more  or  less  prompted  by  feelings  and  impulses, 
revenge  for  injury  done  was  the  only  object  of  punish- 
ment. It  was  thought  that  the  evil  deed  must  return 
upon  the  doer  himself,  the  Sivil  consequences  of  his 
action  must  be  shared  by  him  also.  Even  in  civilized 
societies  those  peoples  whose  moral  consciousness 
has  not  sufficiently  developed  private  revenge  is  the 
only  motive  which  actuates  them  to  punish  the  wrong- 
doer.    This   is   the  cru^e  form  of  the  theory  of  retribu- 
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tion  ;  but  there  is  a  higher  form    of  it   which   we   shall 
cpnsider  later  on. 

In  this  form,  the  theory  is  not  an  ethical  theory  of 
punishment,  in  as  much  as  private  revenge  or 
vindictiveness  is  positively  immoral,  and  an  act  prompt- 
ed by  it  is  likewise  immoral.  The  justification 
of  punishment  is  founded  on  the  fact  that  the  wrong- 
doing is  a  violation  of  right ;  but  a  right  is  possible 
only  in  a  society  without  whose  recognition  and  enforc- 
ement it  cannot  exist.  (See  chap.  1 1  of  this  Book).  The 
state  of  things  in  which  peoples  are  actuated  by  only 
private  vengeance  to  punish  the  wrong  doer,  not  by  any 
sense  of  justice  which  demands  the  rectification  of  the 
violation  of  all  right,  is  not,  strictly  speaking,  a  state  of 
society  in  which  rights  have  been  established  by  general 
recognition  and  legal  enforcement.  As  Prof.  Green 
has  truly  observed :  "  Private  vengeance  belongs  to  the 
state  of  things  in  which  rights  are  not  yet  actualised  ; 
in  the  sense  that  the  powers  which  it  is  for  the  social 
good  that  a  man  should  be  allowed  to  exercise,  are 
not,  yet  secured  to  him  by  society.  In  proportion  as 
they  are  actualised,  the  exercise  of  private  vengeance 
must  cease.  A  right  of  private  vengeance  is  an  impos- 
sibility ;  for,  just  so  far  as  the  vengeance  is  private,  the 
individual  in  executing  it  is  exerting  a  power  not 
derived  from  society  nor  regulated  by  reference  to 
social  good,  and  such  a  power  is  not  a  right."  Thus,- 
"in  a  state  of  things  in  which  private  vengeance  for  hurt 
inflicted  was  the  universal  practice,  there  could  he  no 
rights  at  all."  (Works,  vol  II,  pp.  4S7-88).  Therefore, 
the   well-constituted   state   of  society    in    which  rights 
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■exist  being  entirely  different  from  the  state  of  things 
in  which  rights  do  not  exist,  vengeance  as  the  only 
object  of  punishment  has  been  gradually  superseded 
and  replaced  by  other  humanitarian  considerations. 

(2).    The   preventive  theory : — According  to 

this  theory  the  object  of  punishment  is  to  prevent  or 
deter  other  peoples  from  committing  similar  offences. 
It  teaches  that  a  man  is  punished,  not  because  he  has 
committed  a  wrong,  but  because  others  may  not  commit 
a  similar  wrong  in  future.  This  is,  no  doubt,  a  crude  form 
of  the  theory  and  its  main  defects  are,  (a)  that  it  justifies 
punishment  of  one  man  simply  for  the  benefit  of  others  ; 
{b')  that,  therefore,  it  regards  him  only  as  a  thing  which 
exists  for  others,  not  as  a  person  who'exists  for  himself, 
not  as  an  end  in  himself  It  is  certainly  unjust  that 
one  man  should  suffer  pain,  not  so  much  for  his  own 
benefit  as  for  the  benefit  which  others  will  obtain  by 
desisting  from  committing  similar  offences  out  of  fear 
of  punishment.  Again,  the  supposition  that  one  man 
may  be  made  subservient  to  the  interests  of  others  is 
based  on  that  erroneous  view  of  man  which  treats  him 
as  a  mere  irrational  object  that  may  be  used  by  others 
as  they  like,  not  as  a  rational  being  who  may  be  used 
as  a  means  to  the  end  of  others  only  when  the  end  is 
also  the  end  of  his  own  moral  life. 

'In  its  more  rational  form  the  theory  teaches  that 
the  object  of  punishment  is  not  merely  the  prevention 
of  others  but  also  that  of  the  wrong-doer  himself  As 
Dr.  Paulsen  remarks  :  "The  ground  is  to  be    sought    in 

the  efTect, punishment    is    an    evil  which  is  inflicted 

upon  the  criminal    by  the   authorities   of  the   state   in 


2l8  MORAL   PHILOSOPHY. 

order  that  crime  may  not  be  committed  in  future  _"  by 
himself  and  others.  Prof.  Alexander  interprets  the 
theory  in  a  similar  way  :  he  observes  :  ''If  we  take  the 
juridical  view,  its  object  is  to  deter,  the  criminal  himself 
and  others.  This  arises  from  the  very  nature  of  legal 
administrations,  which  requires  only  that  an  act  should 
be  done,  and  does  not  ask  whether  it  is  done  for  its  own 
sake  or  from  some  other  motive.  All  that  the  law  can 
do,  therefore,  is  to  affix  some  penalty  which  shall  secure 
the  non-violation  of  the  law.  Accordingly,  the  legislator, 
in  estimating  the  amount  of  punishment  required  to 
enforce  a  new  law,  asks  how  much  is  needed  to  prevent 
the  performance  of  the  wrong  act.  Thus  in  all  punish- 
ments   prevention    is  implied  as  one  of  its  objects " 

The  main  defect  of  this  theory  is  that  as  law  does  not 
take  into  consideration  the  motive  or  inner  character 
of  the  wrong-doers,  in  those  instan'ces  in  which  they 
are  good,  .punishment  is  not  morally  justified.  Thus, 
as  Prof.  Alexander  observes,  "it  is  not  as  moral  that 
punishment  is  preventive,  but  only  as  the  means  of 
securing  the  performance  of  right  action,  irrespective 
of  the  character  of  the  agent.  Legal  punishment  is 
preventive  and  nothing  more  ; "  We  may,  there- 
fore conclude  that  the  preventive  theory  in  both  of 
these  forms  is  not  an  ethical  theory  at  all. 

(3)  The   reformative   theory: — According   to 

this  theory  the  true  object  of  punishment  is  to  educate, 
reform,  or  cure  the  wrong-doer  himself.  This  view  is 
generally  accepted  in  modern  times  and  accords  best 
with  the  humanitarian  tendency  of  the.  age.  It  has 
been  defended  in  two  ways :  (a)  The  criminologists   try 
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to  found  their  science  upon  "  the  theory  that  crime  is 
a  pathological  phenomenon,  a  form  of  insanity,  an  in- 
herited or  acquired  degeneracy."  They  argue  that  the 
proper  treatment)  of  the  criminal  should  therefore 
consist  in  his  education,  reformation  or  cure,  not  in  his 
punishment  at  all ;  hospitals,  asylums  and  reformatories 
should  therefore  be  substituted  for  prisons.  The  essential 
basis  of  this  theory,  as  Prof  James  Seth  points  out,  is 
"  that  the  criminal  is  born,  not  made,  or,  rather,  that 
he  is  more  born  than  made.  Crime  seems  to  be  almost: 
as  instinctive  in  some  natures  as  goodness  is  in  others. 
This  instinctive  tendency  to  evil,  developed  by  favour- 
able circumstances  or  environment,  results  in  the 
criminal  act  and  in  the  life  of  crime.  There  is  a  criminal 
class,  a  kind  of  caste,  which  propagates  itself  Crime  is 
a  prDfession,  with  a  code  of  honour  and  an  etiquette  of 
its  own  ;  almost  a  vocation,  calling  for  a  special  aptitude, 
moral  and  intellectual.  Have  we  not  here  a  great 
pathological  phenomenon,  a  disease  to  be  cured,  not 
punished?"   (Principles,  pp.  314-15). 

The  main  defects  of  this  theory  are  these  :  in  the 
first  place,  it  confounds  two  widely  distinct  facts  ;  from 
the  fact  that  some  criminals  are  born  it  concludes  that 
all  criminals  are  born.  It  is  true  that  there  are  men 
who  are  born  criminal,  but  it  is  false  that  all  who 
commit  crimes  are  born  criminal.  The  truth  is,  the 
distinction  between  the  virtuous  and  the  vicious  is  not 
absolute.  No  man  is  absolutely  virtuous  or  absolutely 
vicious.  Human  nature  is  always  a  mixture  of  virtue 
and  vice  ;  but  the  proportion  in  which  they  mix  is  not 
always   and    everywhere  the   same.     We    call    a    man 
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-virtuous  in  whom  the  virtuous  tendencies  preponderate 
over  the  vicious  :  and  a  mart  vicious  in  whom  the  latter 
preponderate  over  the  former.  Similarly,  we  call  a  man 
born  criminal  or  born  virtuous  in  whom  the  vicious  of 
the  virtuous  tendencies  considerably  prevail  even  from 
-childhood.  But  it  is  impossible  to  think  that  a  man 
may  be  born  absolutely  criminal  or  virtuous  unless  we 
can  think  that  he  may  be  born  a  brute  or  a  god.  So 
long  as  a  man  should  be  called  man,  i.  e.  rational  animal 
it  is  impossible  to  conceive  of  him  as  entirely  lost  in 
vice,  or  as  entirelj*  elevated  over  it.  The  science  of 
■criminology  is  based  on  the  erroneous  supposition  that 
the  human  nature  may  be  entirely  effaced,  a  man  may 
•lose  his  birtli-right  as  a  rational  being,  i.  e.  a  man  may 
■entirely  lose  his  'personality  and  become  an  aniidal  or 
thing  only.  But  it  fails  to  notice  the  fact  that  even  tlie 
-so-called  horn  criminals  are  rational  beings  and  that, 
as  such,  they  are  not  entirely  devoid  of  all  virtuous 
tendencies,  though  they  may  he  scanty  and  very  feeble. 
The  instances  of  conversions  of  such  criminal  are  not 
altogether  absent  in  the  history  of  criminal  life  ;  and 
they  are  positive  refutation  of  this  doctrine. 

In  the  second  place,  if  it  i.s  held  that  men  are  born 
vicious  or  virtuous,  the  very  foundation  of  morality  is 
undermined.  All  human  actions  vicious  or  virtuous 
are,  then,  instinctive  and  therefore,  non-moral ;  the 
responsibility  of  a  man  for  his  actions  beqomes,  thus,  a 
chimera;  right  and  wrong,  merit  and  demerit,  reward 
and  punishment,  all  are,  then,  meaningless ;  man  is 
reduced  to  an  animal,  "ought-to-be"  to  "is"  or  "must"  ; 
in  a  word,  morality  itself  is  reduced  to  an  illusion. 
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In  the  third  place,  the  strongest  refutation  of  this 
doctrine  is  the  consciousnes-;  of  the  criminal  himself. 
No  criminal  will  excuse  himself  on  the  ground  that  he 
is  an  insane  , or  a  brute.  Most  of  them  would  rather 
resent  the  treatrrieni  of  them  as  such,  and  would  not 
"submit  to  be  treated  as  a  patient  or  a  case."  The 
reasons  are  obvious.  Every  man,  however  criminal' 
he  is,  is  a  person,  not  a  mere  individual  or  animal  ;  he 
would  not,  therefore,  consent  to  give  up  the  right  of 
controlling  himself  and' to  transfer  it  entirely  to  others, 
or  to  society,  so  as  to  be  treated  merely  as  a  patient. 
"The  appeal,  in  all  attempts  at  reformation,"  observes. 
Prof.  James  Seth,  "must  be  to  the  man  himself;  his 
sanction  must  be  obtained,  and  his  co-operation  secured, 
before  reformation- can  begin.  He  is  not  an  automaton, 
to  be  regulated  from  without.  Thf;  State  cannot 
annex  the  individual  ;  be  he  criminal  or  saint,  his  life 
is  his  own,  and  its  springs  are  deep  within.  It  is  a 
truism,  but  it  has  to  be  repeated  in  the  present  connec- 
tion, that  all  moral  control  is  ultimately  self-control." 
(Principles,  p.  316). 

(b)  Some  writers  as  those  who  apply  the  principle 
of  Natural  Selection  to  morals,  attempt  to  defend  this 
theory  of  reformation  in  another  way.  They  argue 
that  the  progress  of  morality  resembles  the  progress  of 
the  animal  species.  The  latter  consists  in  preserving 
the  fit  and  in  extirpating  the  weak  or  the  offending 
individuals ;  while  the  former  consists  in  preserving  the 
dominant  or  general  ideal  and  in  extirpating  the  ideals 
offending  it.  (See  Bk.  II,  pp.  130-33).  Therefore  the 
true   object  of  punishment  should   be  to  extinguish  the 
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ifalse  ideal  and  thus  to  make  possible  the  predominance 
of  the  true  ideal.  And  in  morality  this  is  possible  only 
'by  educating  and  reforming  the  wrong-doer.  As  Prof. 
Alexander  puts  it :  "It  seeks  to  put  new  sentiments  in 
iplace  of  the  old,  driving  the  bad  ideal  out  of  the  wrong- 
-doer's  mind  by  bringing  home  to  him  the  right.  So  far 
as  it  operates  not  only  on  the  wrong-doer  himself  but 
on  others,  its  object  is  once  more  to  make  them  better 
'by  bringing  home  to  their  minds  the  wrongfulness  of 
evil-doing."  Again,  "in  the  perpetual  struggle  between 
good  and  evil,  punishment  is  thus  a  contrivance  to  win 
over  the  bad  to  the  side  of  the  good.  Though  it  means 
'indignation  against  wrong,  it  means  care  for  the  welfare 
•of  actual  or  possible  wrong-doers."  (Moral  Order  and 
Progress,  pp.  331-32).  . 

It  cannot  be  denied  that  this  theory  contains 
some  truths ;  a  struggle  goes  on  in  the  moral  life  of 
-every  man  between  the  lower  and  the  higher  ideals,  and 
the  moral  education  and  reformation  consist  in  sub- 
ordinating the  former  to  the  latter.  They  are  thus  one 
of  the  primary  objects  of  punishment.  But  it  is  a  mis- 
•take-  to  suppose  that  they  are  the  only  object  of  punish- 
^ment.  As  we  shall  see  in  the  sequel,  there  are  otber 
objects  of  punishment  which  are  not  less  important. 
This  theory  is,  therefore,  intomplete  and  one-sided,  and 
fails  to  explain  the  justifiability  of  capital  punishment 
-even  in  exceptional  circumstances,  and  makes  many 
other  kinds  of  punishment  quite  ineffective.  (See  chap. 
II  of  this  Book,  pp.  36-38).  If  education  and  reforma- 
tion are  the  only  object  of  punishment,  under  no 
circumstances   the  wrong-doer  should    be  put   to  death 
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inasmuch  as  they  are  possible  only  as  long  as  he  lives  : 
again,  in  many  instances  kind  treatment  is  more  etfective 
for  the  purpose  of  education  and  reformation  than  any 
harsh  and  painful  treatment.  The  more  serious  defect 
of  the  theory  arises  from  its  attempt  to  base  itself  on  an 
analogy  between  the  struggle  for  existence  as  found  in 
the  physical  nature  and  that  as  found  in  our  moral  nature. 
The  analogy  is  superficial  ;  and  even  if  found  accurate, 
it  explains,  at  most,  only  the  origin  and  development 
of  the  moral  ideas,  but  not  the  moral  justification  of 
them  ;  it  explains  the  "what,"  not  the  "why"  of  them. 
(See  Bk.  II,  pp.  135-38)- 

Besides  the  above  theories  there  are  other  theories 
of  punishment.  For  example,  some  maintain  that  the 
true  object  of  punishment  is  to  get  rid  of  the  wrong- 
doer himself  so  as  to  prevent  him  from  doing  further 
mischief  But  this  theory  is  evidently  a  particular  form 
of  the  preventive  theory,  and  fails  to  account  for  the 
justifiability  of  many  other  forms  of  punishment  than 
imprisonment,  capital  punishment,  &c. 

The  true  theory  of  punishment :— We  have 

found  that  the  theories  of  punishment  as  described 
above  have  failed  to  suggest  and  explain  the  true  object 
of  punishment.  But,  yet,  it  cannot  be  denied  that  each 
of  them  contains  some  truth,  when  rightly  understood. 
A  man  incurs  punishment  when  he  violates  those  rights 
and  duties  which  are  enforced  at  law,  i.  e.  when  he 
violates  the  laws  of  the  State,  which  are  nothing  but 
commandments  for  the  preservation  and  non-violation 
of  those  rights  and  duties.  The  rights  and  duties  are, 
as  we   have  seen,   the  essential  means  to  the  attainment 
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of  the  supreme  good  of  life,  which  is  personal,  i.  e.  in- 
dividual and  social  at  the  same  time.  By  violating^ 
the  laws  of  the  State  he  hinders  the  attainment  of 
the  good  which  is  the  good  for  himself,  for  others 
and  for  the  State  as  a  whole ;  his  offence  affects, 
thus,  not  only  the  well-heing  of  others  and  the  State, 
but  also  that  of  himself  as  an  integral  part  of  the  whole. 
Hence  every  offence  is  an  offence  against  himself,  others 
and  the  State.  In  as  far  as  it  is  an  offence  against 
others  and  their  representative,  the  State,  the  State 
■must  react  upon  him  in  the  shape  of  punishment  in 
order  to  show  that  the  majesty  of  the  law  must  be  vin- 
dicated, that  its  nullity  is  impossible,  that  even  if  it  is 
violated,  it  still  reinains  supreme  and  absolutely  impera- 
tive. Indignation  or  r&sentment  is  the  natural  cause  of 
such  reaction.  Private  vengeance  is,  of  course,  out  of  the 
question,  because,  firstly,  it  is  impossible  for  the  State, 
'  secondly,  it  cannot  be  the  basis  of  any  ethical  theory 
of  punishment ;  but  indignation  is  different  from  private 
vengeance,  it  is  a  feeling  excited  by  an  offence  against 
what  is  right,  just  or  equitable — it  is  righteous  anger. 
And  this  feeling  of  indignation  leads  the  indignant  to 
react  upon  the  offender,  and  is,  thus,  the  primary  spring 
of  punishment.  Here  we  find  the  naturalness  and  instX- 
fica.t\on  o{  retribution.  That  punishment  is  retributive 
may  be  shown  from  other  considerations  also.  If  in  a 
society  the  perpetrators  of  wrongs  are  allowed  to  escape 
scotfiee,  the  laws  will  lose  their  absolutely  imperative 
character  ;  they  will  be  no  better  than  mere  recommen- 
dations or  injunctions  which  may  be  conveniently  viola- 
ted without  incurring  any   evil  consequence  :    all   these 
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mean  that  members  of  that  society  will  not  be  bound  to 
act  in  obedience  to  its  laws  and  that  the  society  itself 
will,  thus,  lose  its  organised  character  and  become  a 
mere  incoherent  aggregate  of  individuals  acting  as  they 
like  ;.  a  society  like  this  will  be  inherently  self-contradic- 
tory and  will  act  in  contradiction  to  the  natural  impulse 
of  indignation  urpon  which  punishment  is  really  based. 
Frbm  these  it  follows  that  the  law.';,  as  absolute  impera- 
tives, must  contain  within  themselves  the  power  of  pre- 
venting any  violation  of  their  commands,  or  in  some 
way  vindicating  their  authority  when  it  is  set  at  naught. 
This  implies  that  some  sort  of  punishment  must  entail 
upon  their  violation  ;  and  this  seems  to  be  the  primary 
object  of  punishment. 

But  true  retribution  includes  prevention  and  refor- 
mation. Retribution  or  retaliation,  as  an  act,  produces 
effects  external  and  internal  upon  the  offender  and 
others  :  every  act  of  the  whole  affects  not  only  a  parti- 
cular part  but  all  the  parts,  directly  or  indirectly.  The 
external  effect  of  retribution  is  prevention  ;  it  prevents 
the  offender  and  others  from  doing  similar  acts  in 
future,  by  exciting  fear  of  evil  consequences  in  them. 
Though  fear  is  a  powerful  deterrent,  it  is  not  the  true 
deterrent  :  in  the  beginning  of  a  criminal  life  fear  may 
act  as  a  powerful  preventive,  but  when  that  life  is  sufiS- 
ciently  consolidated,  fear  ceases  to  be  of  any  avail  ;  but 
in  all  instances  it  produces  superficial  results  ;  it  touches 
only  the  surface  of  character;  it  cannot  radically  cure 
its  defects  :  though  checked  for  a  time  the  evil  tendency 
reappears  when  opportunity  arises.  This  is  true  not 
only  of  the  ofifender  himself,    but   also   of  others.     The 

23 
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real  prevention  comes  from  reformation,  which  is  the 
internal  effect  of  retribution.  Retribution  makes  the 
criminal  understand  that  the  laws  are  majestic,  abso- 
lutely imperative,  incapable  of  being  set  at  naught,  so 
that  the  punishment  is  righteous  and  just,  i.e.,  he  deser- 
ves it.  But  this  understanding  of  the  righteousness  of 
punishment  may  be  effected  only,  through  education 
and  reformation.  If  he  is  made  to  see  that  his  ideal 
is  selfish  and  low,  that  the  good  to  attain  which  he  has 
acted  is  the  selfish  and  false  good,  and  that  his  true  good 
is  the  universal  good,  so  that  his  selfish  ideal  and  selfish 
good  must  give  way  or  be  subordinated  to  the  higher 
ideal  and  the  universal  good,  then  and  then  only  his 
character  will  be  reformed,  his  lower  inclinations  will 
yield  to  his  reason,  his  slumbering  conscience  will  be 
awakened,  making  further  criminal  act  gradually  im- 
possible. In  the  eloquent  words  of  Prpf.  James  Seth 
we  may  then  say  :  "the  deepest  warrant  for  the  effective- 
ness of  punishment  as  a  deterrent  and  reformation 
comes  only  with  the  acceptance  of  the  punishment,  by 
mind  and  heart,  as  the  inevitable  fruit  of  the  act.  For 
punishment  thus  becomes  a  kind  of  revelation  to  the 
man  of  the  true  significance  of  his  character  and  life. 
A  man  may  thus  be  shocked  into  a  better  life.  For 
accidental  calamity,  or  for  suffering  which  he  has  not 
brought  upon  himself,  a  man  does  not  condemn  him- 
self. Such  self-condemnation  comes  only  with  insight 
into  the  retributive  nature  of  the  calamity.  It  is  just 
this  element  of  justice  that  convert  calamity  or  misfor- 
tune into  punishment.  The  judgment  of  society  upon 
the  man  must  become  the  judgment  of  the   man   upon 
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iiimself,  if  it  is  to  be  effective  as  an  agent  in  his  reform- 
ation. This  private  re-enactment  of  the  social  judg- 
ment comes  with  the. perception  of  its  justice  or  desert." 
(Principles,  pp.  316-17).  Thus  we  find  that  the  total 
idea  of  punishment  contains  many  elements  inseparably 
united.  Those  various  elements  may  be  summed  up 
into  the  single  word  "discipline^'  which  means  that  "the 
end  of  punishment  is  to  bring  home  to  a  man  such  a 
sense  of  guilt  as  shall  work  in  him  a  deep  repentahce 
for  .the  evil  past,  and  a  new  obedience  for  the  time  to 
come."  (ibid,  p.  317). 

Capital  puuisllineot :— Here  an  important  ques- 
tion suggests  itself :  Is  capital  punishment  justifiable? 
{a)  The  retributive  theory  in  its  original  and  crude  form 
justifies  such  punishment  on  the  ground  that  the  evil 
consequences  of  a  criminal  act  must  return  upon  the 
perpetrator  of  the  act — the  destruction  ot  the  life  of  a 
man  must  be  retaliated  by  the  destruction  of  the  life 
of  the  offender.  This  view  is  evidently  ethically  un- 
supportable  ;  retribution  or  retaliation  ba'sed  on  private 
vengeance  is  an  immoral  action.  (See  above  §1).  Even 
some  of  those  writers,  who  uphold  the  retributive  theory 
in  its  higher  form,  i.e.  who  regard  punishment  as  the 
result  of  recoil  of.  our  sense  of  justice  against  the  offen- 
der, justify  capital  punishment.  Prof.  Mackenzie  may 
be  placed  under  this  head.  For  the.  sj:atement  and 
criticism  of  his  theory  see,  above,  chap.  II,  pp.  37-38. 

{b)  The  preventive  theory  in  its  more  rational  form 
<iefend  capital  punishment  on  the  ground  that  murder, 
high  treason,  &c.  being  the  most  heinous  crime  can  be 
prevented    only   by  imposing  upon  the  offender  the  ex- 
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tremest  form  of  punishment,  viz.,  his  death,  which  wiir- 
not  only  prevent  him,  from  doing  similar  act  but  alsa 
others  from  acting  similarly  in  future  by  striking  terror 
in  their  mind^.  But  it  may  be  replied  that  it  is  not 
morally  justifiable  to  kill  a  man  simply  for  the  benefit 
of  others  ;  and  even  to  kill  him  in  order  to  prevent  him 
from  repeating  the  crime  is  not  also  justified  by  deeper 
considerations.  For  a  full  discussion  of  this  point  see, 
above,  chap.  II,  pp.  37-38. 

(c)  The  reformative  theory  does    not   justify    capital 
punishment  for   the   obvious    reasons    that    reformation 
presupposes  the  preservations  of  the  life  to  be  reformed  ; 
we  cannot  reform  a  life  by  destroyin^^  it.     But,  yet,  such, 
a  staunch  advocate  of  the    reformative  theory  as  Prof. 
Alexander   defends   capital  punishment:     He  remarks  : 
"In  some  cases  the  wrong-doer's-  mind    is    so    perverted 
that   only    loss    of    his    life   (at  least  in  the  judgment  of 
society)  will  suffice.     Here,  too,  paradoxical  as  it  may 
seem,  though  perhaps  the  chief  object  of  our  punishment 
is  the  indirect  one  of  bettering  others,    we    punish    with 
death    in    order    to    make  him  a  good  man  and  to  bring 
him  within  the  ideal  of  society.     It  is  true  that  we  give- 
him   no  chance  of  showing  his  reformation  by  a  further 
usefulness,  but  the  penalty  of  death  is  thought  necessary 
to  bring  home  to  him  the  enormity  of  his  guilt."  (Moral 
Order   and    Progress,    p.  331).     This  argument  has  two- 
parts  :  (?)  in  the  first  part  he  justifies  capital  punishment 
on  the  ground  that  in  the  judgment  of  society  the  nature 
of  the  wrong-doer  is   so   perverted    that   it   should    be 
put   to  an    end.     But   the  question  is  why  does  society 
make  such  judgment  at  all  ?      If   society   makes   such 


MORAL  PHILOSOPHY.  229 

judgment  because  the  wrong-doer's  mind  is  so  perverted 
that  it  has  been  found  to  be  beyond  any  education  and  *  , 
reformation  inspite  of  repeated  attempts,  then  it  is 
justified  in  making  such  judgment.  But,  if,  on  the 
other  hand,  instead  of  making  any  attempt  at  reformation 
■it  condemns  him  to  death  simply  because  he  has  com- 
mitted a  heinous  crime,  the  object  of  punishment  is 
■evidently  something  else  than  reformation,  (it)  In  the 
second  part,-  he  justifies  capital  punishment  on  the 
ground  that  wrong-doer's  death  is  the  only  means  of 
bringing  home  to  him  the  enormity  of  his'  crime.  But 
the  question  is,  why  is  it  thought  necessary  that  his  death 
is  the  only  means  ?  Why  instead  of  attempting  to  make 
him  see  the  enormity  of  his  crime  by  education  does 
society  condemn  him  to  death  ?  Is  not  this  inconsistent 
with  the  theroy  of  reformation  ?  Prof.  Alexander 
indirectly  admits  the  paradoxical  character  of  his 
■argument. 

(d)  The  true  theory  of  punishment  as  described 
above  according  to  which  the  true  object  of  punishment 
is  "discipline"  emphatically  condemns  the  institution 
of  capital  punishment,  because  discipline  presupposes 
something  to  be  di.-ciplined,  and  this  something  cannot 
be  ihe  death,  but  must  be  the  life  of"  the  wrong-doer. 
Hence  preservation,  education  and  correction,  not  des- 
truction, are  the  proper  objects  of  punishment  whatever 
may  be  the  nature  of  the  offence.  For  a  full  discussion 
of  this  point  see,  above.  Chap.  II,  pp.  37-80.  Thus  we 
iind  that  from  whatever  point  of  view  we  consider  capital 
punishment  we  can,  by  no  means,  morally  justify  it, 
€xcept,   perhaps,    in    some   extreme  cases  in  which  the 
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character  of  the  offender  is  so  perverted  that  all  attempts 
at  correction  have  failed  and  that  therefore  his 
permanent  removal  by  death  is  most  urgently  needed 
for  the  safety  and  well-being  of  society,  understanding 
by  society  not  an  accidental  aggregate  of  individuals 
but  a  living  organism  whose  interest  as  well  as  the 
interest  of  its  members  it  is  to  preserve  the  rights. 
Prof.  T.  H.  Green  mentions  two  conditions  under  which 
capital  punishment  is  justifiable.  He  says  :  "  Punish- 
ment either  by  death  or  by  perpetual  imprisonment  is 
justifiable  only  on  one  of  two  grounds ;  either  that 
association  of  the  extremest  terror  with  certain  actions 
is  under  certain  cbnditions  necessary  to  preserve  the 
possibility  of  a  social  life  based  on  the  observance  of 
rights,  or  that  the  crime  punished  affords  a  presumption 
ofi  a  permanent  incapacity  for  rights  on  the  part  of  the 
criminal."  "  The  fir^gt  justification  may,"  he  continues, 
"  be  pleaded  for  the  execution  of  men  concerned  in 
treasonable  outbreaks,  or  guilty  of  certain  breaches 
of  discipline  in  war  (on  the  supposition  that  the  war  i=i 
necessary  for  the  safety  of  the  state  and  that  such 
punishments  are  a  necessary  incident  of  war).  Whether 
•the  capital  punishment  is  really  just  in  such  cases  must 
depend,  not  only  on  its  necessity  as  an  incident  in  the 
defence  of  a  certain  state,  but  on  the  question  whether 
that  state  itself  is  fulfilling  its  function  as  a  sustainer 
of  true  rights.  For  the  penalty  of  death  for  murder 
both  justifications  may  be  urged.  It  cannot  be  defended 
on  any  other  ground,  but  it  may  be  doubted  whether 
the  presumption  of  permanent  incapacity  for  rights  is 
one   which   in   our   ignorance   we   can  ever  be  entitled 
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to  make.  As  to  the  other  plea,  the  question  is  whether, 
with  a  proper  police  system  and  sufficient  certainty 
of  detection  and  conviction,  the  association  of  this 
extremest  terror  with  the  murderer  is  necessary  to  the 
security  of  life."  (Works,  Vol.  II,  pp.  509-10).  This 
view  is  exactly  the  same  as  we  have  held  here  and 
elsewhere.  (See,  above.  Chap.  II,  pp.  36-38). 

Vn.    Obligation   and  Responsibility :— The 

subjects  of  reward  and  punishment  are  closely  connected 
with  responsibility,  bepause  a  man  is  rewardable  or 
punishable  for  his  actions  in  as  far  as  he  is  responsible 
for  them  ;  we  are  not  morally  justified  in  rewarding  or 
punishing  him  for  actions  for  which  we  cannot  hold 
him  answerable.  Rewardablenees  and  punishableness 
thus  depend  upon  responsibility.  But  responsibility  is 
connected  with  moral  obligation  ;  a  man  is  responsible 
for  his  actions  in  so  far  as  he  is  under  moral  obligation 
to  perform  or  to  avoid  performing  them.  For  instance, 
if  a  man  steals  another's  property,  he  is  held  responsible 
for  his  action  of  stealing ;  but  he  is  held  responsible 
because  he  is  under  moral  obligation  not  to  steal  ;  if  it 
were  not 'his  duty  not  to  steal  he  cculd  steal  without 
being  answerable  for  stealing :  similarly,  a  man  is 
morally  rewardable  for  saving  another's  life  in  so  far 
as  he  is  under  moral  obligation  to  do  so.  Reward, 
punishment,  obligation  and  responsibility  are,  thus, 
closely  connected.  We  should  therefore  determine  the 
precise  meaning  of  the  term  "  responsibility "  before 
we  proceed  to  consider  the  extent  to  which  a  man 
should  be  held  responsible  for  his  actions  when  he  is 
regarded  rewardable  or  punishable. 
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We    have    found    that    obh'gation  and  responsibility 
are  two  closely  allied  terms,  but,  yet,  they    are   distinct. 
Some  writers  think  that  they  represent  the  positive  and 
the   negative  side,  respectively,  of  the  moral  relation  in 
which   a   man    stands     to    the     moral     order.     Moral 
obligation    is    the   necessity   of  performing   an   action 
which  conduces  to  the  good  of   the    moral    order,    while 
responsibility     is     the    knowledge    that  the   failure   to 
perform    it,    or    the    performance    of  its   opposite    shall 
rightly   entail    punishment.     "  When  I  think  of  conduct 
as    required   of    me,"    says  Pr&f  Alexander,  "  I  think~of 
it  as  my  duty  ;  when   I    think    of    it    as    conduct  which 
if   I   do  not  perform  I  shall  be  rightly  punished,  I  have 
the  sense  of  responsibility."     And    also,    "  the    sense   of 
responsibility    is    therefore,  I  think,  rightly  described  by 
Mill   as    the    knowledge    that    if    we  do  wrong  we  shall 
deserve  punishment,  or,  as  I  prefer  to  say,  the  knowledge 
that    the    law    requires    such    and    such    conduct,    and 
punishment  therefore  falls    upon  us   if  we    transgress." 
(Moral  Order  and  Progress,  p.  334).     But  this  is  not  the 
complete     meaning     of    responsibility.     Responsibility 
has  not  only  a  negative   but   also   a    positive  ^side.     As 
Prof.    Dewey   observes:   responsibility  has  "  a  relatively 
superficial    and    negative    meaning     and     a     relatively 
positive,    central    meanirjg.     In     its     external     aspect, 
responsibility    is    liability.     Each    community    and    or- 
ganisation  informs   its    members    what   it    regards     as 
obnoxious,  and  serves  notice  upon  them  that  they   have 
to   answer   if  they   offend.     The   individual  then  is  (1 ) 
likely  or  liable  to  have  to   explain    and  justify   his    be- 
havior,  and  is  (2)  liable  or  open  to  suffering  consequent 
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upon  inability  to  make  his  explanation  acceptable." 
(Ethics,  p.  436).  The  positive  responsibility  is  the 
apprehensiveness  or  susceptibility  to  the  rights  of  others, 
generated  by  habitually  recognizing  "  the  justice  of  the 
community  interest  in  his  performances"  and  "the 
value  to  him  of  the  instruction  contained  in  its  asser- 
tions of  its  interests."  This  positive  aspect  is  "the 
essence  of  responsibility,  which  in  turn  is  the  sole 
«/f«w«(2/i?  guarantee  of  social  order.''  Again,  as  we  have 
found,  we  are  responsible  not  only  for  our  bad  actions 
but  also  for  our  gbod  actions  ;  we  know  not  only  that 
we  shall  be  punished  for  the  former  but  also  that  we 
shall  be  rewarded  for  the  latter,  although  reward  is  not 
usually  a  legal,  but  at  least  a  moral  institution. 

The  feeling  of  responsibility,  as  we  have  seen  and 
as  Prof.  Alexan(^r  admits,  is  not  "  the  mere  knowledge 
that  I  shall  be  punished "  if  I  violate  a  right,  but 
implies  "  the  recognition  of  certain  conduct  as  right," 
i.e.  as  obligatory.  Thus  obligation  and  responsibility 
are  inseparable.  Responsibility,  in  its  complete  sense, 
is  therefore  the  habitual  recognition  of  one's  acts  as 
right  or  wrong,  and  the  knowledge  that  he  is  under 
moral  obligation  to  do  the  right  and  to  avoid  the  wrong, 
and  that  if  he  does  so  he  shall  deserve  reward  and  if 
he  fails  to  do  so  or  does  the  opposite  he  shall  deserve 
punishment.  Responsibility  presupposes  two  things  : 
"First,  that  a  man  is  capable  of  being  influenced  by 
what  is  right,  that  he  can  feel  the  force  of  goodness  ; 
second,  that  whatever  he  does  is  determined  by  his 
character,"  or  in  short  he  has  the  capacity  of  moral 
distinction  and  also  the  freedom  of  will. 
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The  first  is  obvious  :  if  a  man  is  absolutely  devoid  of 
the  moral  capacity  either  permanently  or  temporarily, 
he  is  reduced  to  be  a  mere  animal  and  lives  outside  the 
pale  of  morality.  We  are  not  therefore  morally  justified 
either  in  rewarding  or  in  punishing  him  for  his  actions. 
We  can  encourage  him  by  reward,  or  terrorise  him  by 
punishment ;  such  actions,  may,  sometimes,  be  expedient 
but  not  moral.  Reward  and  punishment  presuppose 
as  their  essential  conditions  that  the  man  to  be  reward- 
ed or  punished  is  conscious  of  moral  distinction — 
understands  the  rightness  or  wrongness  of  his  actions  ; 
when  he  loses  such  consciousness  permanently  as  in 
the  case  of  a  born  or  temporary  lunatic,  he  loses  the 
prerogative  of  a  man  as  man  and  becomes  an  irrational 
animal  in  human  form.  As  Prof.  Alexander  observes  : 
"we  punish  a  man  because  he  is  acted  »pon  by  all  the 
institutions  of  the  society  in  which  he  lives,  and  is 
capable  of  feeling  moral  distinctions :  that  is,  he  has 
the  capacity  of  being  determined  to  action  by  the 
recognition  of  laws  as  constituting  social  good,  and  of 
choice  between  such  laws  and  his  lower <  impulses.  The 
object  of  punishment  is  to  make  this  mere  capacity 
something  actual,  so  that  upon  occasion  he  will  choose 
the  right.  Every  man  acts  acceding  to  his  nature,  but 
in  doing  so  he  comes  into  collision  with  the  forces 
wihich  require  goodness,  and  is  resposible  in  so  far  as  he 
fails  appreciating  them."  (Moral  Order  and  Progress, 
PP-  335-36). 

The  second  condition  of  responsibility  is  no  less 
obvious.  A  man  is  responsible  in  as  far  as  he  is  free. 
The  freedom  of  action    is    implied    by    the    capacity   of 
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;noral  distinction  ;  we  are  moral  in  so  far  as  we  are  free  ; 
our  actions  are  right  or  wrong  in  as  far  as  they  'are  our- 
own  actions,  i.  e.,  they  are  voluntary  :  we  cannot  be  held 
nriorally  responsible  for  actions  which  ace  not  our  own, 
which  we  have  not  voluntarily  performed,  which  are  not 
the  issue  of  our  volition,  or  expression  of  our  character. 
For  a  full  discussion  of  this  point,  see  Bk.  II,  Chap.  X. 
Thus  we  find  that  moral  consciousness  and  freedom  of 
the  will  are  the  two  essential  conditions  which  make 
responsibility  possible.  Where  either  of  them  is  absent 
responsibility  disappears.  We  are  now  going  to  consider- 
the  extent  to  which  a  man  should  be  held  responsible 
for  his  actigns  under  different  circumstances. 

The  criminologists  who  hold  that  men  are  born 
virtuous  or  vicious  make  responsibility  an  illusion, 
because  human  actions  are  not,  then,  voluntary  but  are 
prompted  by  blind  instincts  called  virtuous  or  vicious. 
A  man  born  with  vicious  tendencies  must  act  viciously 
and  a  man  born  with  virtuous  tendencies  must  act- 
virtuously  ;  neither  of  them  is' free  in  his  action  ;  in  the 
strict  sense  the  action  is  not  his,  so  that  he  should  not 
be  held  responsible  for  his  action.  This  is  the  groundi 
on  which  they  base  their  theory  that  the  criminals  should 
not  be  punished  but  should  be  treated  as  patients.  This 
is  evidently  the  theory  which  is  founded  upon  the 
determinist  view  of  human  nature,  denying  the  freedom 
of  the  will,  and  even  the  capacity  of  moral  distinction. 
(For  further  criticism  see  above,  §  3).  Insanity,  delirium, 
hysteria,  somnambulism,  &c.,  are  conditions  under  which 
a  man  should  be  exonerated  from  the  liability  of 
punishment,    in    as    much  as  under  them  he  is  no  longer 
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the  master  of  himself  and  performs  actions  which  are 
not  strietly  his  own.  Even  when  a  man  is  fully  sane  or 
in  a  normal  condition  he  cannot,  always,  be  held  wholly 
'responsible  for  his  actions.  Actions  done  under  ignor- 
ance are  not  morally  culpable,  unless  the  ignorance  itself 
is  so,  i.  e.,  unless  he  wilfully  or  negligently  keeps  himself 
in  ignorance.  Again,  any  condition  which  completely 
alienates  a  man  from  himself  such,  for  instance,  as 
■drunkenness,  exonerates  him  from  responsibility,  unless, 
of  course,  he  is  blameable  for  creating  the  conditions  he 
■is  in.  The  automatic,  random,  reflex  and  instinctive 
actions,  as  well  as  actions  performed  under  external 
compulsion,  are  involuntary  and  therefore  non-moral ; 
a  man  who  performs  them  cannot  be  held  responsible 
'for  them.  But,  still,  he  is  held  responsible  for  those 
habits  of  acting  impulsively  which  he  has  voluntarily 
acquired,  in  brief,  whatever  conditions  take  away  from 
■a  man  his  moral  capacity  and  liberty  exonerate  him 
ifroai  responsibility. 

VIII.  Remorse  : — When  punishment  makes  the 
offender  see  the  evil  character  of  his  deed,  he  feels  the 
pain  of  conscience.  Conscience,  as  we  have  seen  (see 
•Bk.  I,  Chap.  VII,  pp.  161-64),  's  the  higher  or  rational 
self;  and  the  pain  of  conscience  is,  therefore,  the  result 
•of  inconsistency  that  exists  between  it  and  the  lower  or 
passional  self — between  his  action  as  determined  by  the 
latter  and  his  ideals  as  suggested  by  the  former.  So 
that  the  intensity  of  the  pain  is  proportioned  to  ^he 
•degree  of  such  inconsistency,  not  to  the  enormity  of 
his  crime.  But  only  in  a  healthy  moral  life  a  sense  of 
•such  discrepancy  is  possible.     The    "hardened   .sinner" 
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who  habitually  lives  in  a  low  moral  universe  as  suggested 
and  determined  by  his  lower  self,  whose  actions  are 
always  prompted  by  his  inclination-;,  does  not  feel  such 
pain,  because  his  actions  are  perfectly  consistent  with 
his  ideals.  But,  as  no  man  is  absolutely  vicious,, 
absolutely  irrational,  his  conscience,  thougn  it  is  very 
feeble,  asserts  itself  in  rare  moments,  tormenting  the 
sinner  with  its  pang.  On  the  contrary  in  a  healthy  moral 
man  who  usually  lives  in  a  higher  moral  universe  as 
determined  by  his  higher  or  rational  self  and  as  generally 
determining  his  actions,  a  wrong  action  is  not  only 
followed  by  the  pain  of  conscience,  but  also,  if  it  is 
considerably  serious,  "by  a  recurrent  and  persistent  sense 
of  having  fallen  fro-n  one's  proper  level".  This  re- 
curring feeling  of  degradation  and  fall  is  called  Remorse. 
As  Prof.  Mackenzie  describes  it  :  "in  its  deepest  form, 
it  is  not  merely  a  grief  for  particular  acts  but  a  sense  of' 
degradation  in  one's  whole  moral  character — a  sense 
that  one  has  offended  against  the  highest  law,  and  that 
one's  whole  nature  is  in  need  of  regeneration". 

IX.  Reformatioil  : — Remorse  naturally  leads  to 
reformation  of  character.  The  wrong-doer  thu.->  re- 
penting cannot  abstain  from  regenerating  himself  But 
this  attempt  may  be  temporary  or  permanent  according 
as  the  will  is  weak  or  strong.  Some  nature  is  weak  and 
vascillating  ;  no  effect  on  it  lasts  longer.  Remorse 
prompts  the  man  to  regenerate  himself,  but  after  a 
temporary  and  futile  attempt  he  relapses  into  his  former 
life.  There  is  some  other  nature  which  tries  "to  stifle 
the  conscience"  hy  turning  his  deaf  ear  to  its  voice  and' 
endeavours  to  revert  to  a  life  in  a  lower  moral  universe.. 
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This  is  frequently  the  case  with  a  great  majority  of 
men.  But  there  is  nature  in  which  the  salutary  effect 
thus  produced  by  Remorse  takes  deep  root ;  such  nature 
incessantly  endeavours  to  regain  the  moral  height  from 
which  it  has  fallen  ;  and  the  result  of  its  effort  is  that 
it  gradually  habituates  itself  to  live  in  a  higher  moral 
-sphere,  involving  a  transformation  of  its  whole  character. 
When  this  transformation  is  complete  the  man  may  be 
said  to  have  been  morariy  liberated  ;  lapse  into  a  lower 
life  is  impossible  for  him  ;  his  actions  become  spontan- 
-eously  adjusted  to  his  ideal  ;  his  whole  w^ill  and  character 
become  sanctified  ;  the  discrepancy  between  his  higher 
and  lower  selves — between  his  reason  and  inclinations 
•completely  disappears,  and  what  is  more,  his  conscience 
no  longer  finds  occasions  to  torment  him,  and  remorse 
takes  leave  of  him  for  good.  Such  |s  the  state  of 
-complete  moral  transformation  or  regeneration,  of  moral 
liberation.  But  such  a  state  remains  always  an  ideal 
and  never  can  be  completely  realised  by  any  human 
being.  No  man  can  attain  that  state  of  moral  '•sancti- 
fication"  as  makes  sin  impossible  ;  the  actual  moral  life 
of  a  man  however  much  developed  falls  considerably 
^hort  of  the  ideal.  What  is  possible  for  hyn  is  to  makp 
incessant  effort  to  live  in  accordance  with  the  ideal  and 
thus  gradually  to  approximate  to  it  as  far  as  possible. 

X.  Forgiveness  :— We  have  found  that  an  evil 
-deed  necessarily  leads  to  punishment  which,  again,  leads 
to  remorse  and  reformation  ;  thus  an  evil  deed  leads 
ultimately  to  a  stage,  in  which  it  is  wiped  out  and  whiph 
therefore,  shows  its  nullity — shows  that  it  has  no  abiding 
.place  in  the  moral  order  and  that  the  ideal   the   wrong- 
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•doer  follows  is  a  low  one — one  which  must  givp.  place 
to  a  higher  ideal.  iBut  this  result  may  be  achieved 
without  the  imposition  of  punishment.  In  many 
instances  reformation  or  correction  may  be  effected,  not 
by  direct  punishment,  but  by  evoking  the  consciousness 
of  a  higher  ideal  in  the  mind  of  the  wrong-doer,  or 
raising  him  to  a  higher  moral  universe.  And  this  may 
be  done  by  education.  Moreover,  if  mild  treatment  is 
found  to  produce  the  desirable  result  the  modern 
humanitarian  tendency  forbids  us  to  have  recourse  to 
harsh  one,  Hence  education  is  the  first  step  which 
seciety  should  take  to  reform  a  criminal.  In  those 
instances  in  which  this  is  found  possible  the  offence  may 
be  forgiven,  i.  e.,  the  offender  may  be  allowed  to  remain 
unpunished.  But  it  should  be  remembered  here  that 
forgiveness  does  not  imply  that  guilt  may  escape  punish- 
ment and  tTie  guilty,  may  cease  to  have  the  consciousness 
of  his  guilt.  "Forgiveness  of  sins  is  not  the  removal 
of  punishment,  for  punishment  cannot  be  avoided;  nor 
is  it  the  removal  of  the  consciousness  of  the  guilt,  for 
the  deed  cannot  be  undone  ;  it  is  'fate  reconciled  by 
level'  (E.  Caird.  Hegel,  p.  29).  ' 

XI.  Corruption  of  Society  : — The  moral  evil 
i'S  found  not  only  in  the  individual  life  but  also  in 
society.  Both  may  b6  morally  excellent  or  morally 
defective.  The  customs  and  institutions  of  a  society 
may  be  such  as  in  most  instances  aid  the  cultivation  and 
■development  of  virtues  and  check  those  of  the  opposite  ; 
or  they  may  be  such  as  in  most  instances  work  in  the 
reverse  order.  Moral  progress  or  civilization  means 
that    the    social   customs   and   institutions   should    be 
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arranged  in  such  away  as  "to  make  virtue  as  easy  and 
vice    as    difficult   as    possible".      But  the  actual  state  of 
any  society  falls  exceedingly    short    of   such    an    ideaL 
Like  an   individual  life  it  is  a  mixture,  of  good  and  evil 
states.     In  evf^ry  society,  however  low,    there    are  some, 
however    few,    customs    and    institutions    which  aid  or 
tend  to  aid  the  growth  and  preservation  of  virtues,   and 
there    are    others   which  do  the  opposite.     For  instance,, 
even  in  the  civilized  society,  we  have,  on  the  one  hand, 
the    wholesome   institutions    of  the    family,    trade,  the 
universitys,  the  church,  &c.,  on  the  other,    the    unwhole- 
some   institutions    of    bro.thels,    gambling    dens,    cribs^ 
finishing  schools,  &c.     Thus    the    degree  of  civilization 
is  measured  by  the  numerical  superiority  and  preponder- 
ance of  the  former  class  of  institutions  over  the  latter. 
When  the  unwholesome  customs  and  institutions  are  so 
numerous    that    they    overpower   the    wholesome    ones, 
society,  like  an  individual  life,  begins  to  decline  and  fall  ; 
and  can  be  saved  from  its    doom    only   by    reformation. 
Such    reformation    usually    comes   from  the  prophets,  or 
some  other  lesser  great  men  who  are   born,    as    it    were, 
to  save  the  society  from  such  widespread  evil.     So  says 
Bhagabatgita : — 

"n^\  ?i«Tf%  ^?i  ?5rTf5i^wfar  htkct  i 

^»it^re^isi!«(  fl»H?Tft  jJT  fir  n" 
i.  e.  O  Bharata,    whenever    the  virtues    are    depreciated' 
and  the  vices  are  prevalent  I  {t.  e.  God)  incarnate  myself 
To  liberate  the  virtuous,  to   crush   the   vicious   and   to 
establish  religion  I  am  born  (in  the  shape  of  the  prophets) 
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age  after  age.  Sometimes  the  reformation  is  effected 
by  a  revolution  ;  but  usually  the  latter  is  not  a  less 
moral  evil  than  the  state  of  society  itself.  Sometimes, 
particularly  in  the  modern  age,  the  more  civilized 
nations  step  in  to  punish  the  nation  who  has  gone  away 
from  the  path  of  righteousness,  as  in  the  case  of  the 
United  States  of  America  which  waged  war  against  the 
King  of  Spain  in  order  to  liberate,  or  at  least  on  the 
pretension  of  liberating,  the  misgoverned  Philippinos 
from  his  intolerable  yoke.  But  it  is  not  always  safe 
for  a  single  nation  to  sit  in  judgment  upon  another 
nation.  In  such  cases  several  nations  should  combine 
to  consider  the  desirability  of  the  step. 
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CHAPTER  VIII. 
Moral  Progress. 

I.  Meaning  of  progress  : — Progress  is  synony- 
mous  with  development  or  evolution,  and  consists 
in  a  series  of  changes  each  of  which  is  a  step  or  stage 
that  necessarily  leads  to  a  higher  and  richer  step  or  stage 
until  the  final  stage  is  reached, — the*  stage  which  is 
called  the  goal  of  the  whole  series, — the  whole  series 
being,  thus,  throughout,  un^^ry  and  continuous,  and 
the  principle  of  such  unity  and  continuity  being  the 
idea  of  an  end  which  explains  and  harmonises  the 
successive  steps.  Or,  in  short, /ro^r^jj  is  a  continuous 
process  which  gradually  approximates  to  an  ideal  or 
ultimate  end,  this  ultimate  end  being  the  principle  which 
runs  through  the  process  and  thus  explains,  harmonises 
the  stages  through  which  it  passes  and  connects  them 
into  a  unitary  and  continuous  whole.  Thus  progress 
implies  {a)  a  series  of  changes  of  ever  higher  and  richer 
complexity  {differentiation),  {b)  unification  of  the 
changes  into  an  organised  whole  {integration),  (c)  an 
ideal  or  end  which  is  the  principle  of  such  differentiation 
and  unification  {final  end  or  purpose).  The  law  of 
progress  may,  therefore,  be  formulated  thus  :  "an  in- 
definite, incoherent  homogeneity  is  transformed  into  a 
definite,  coherent  heterogeneity"  (Spencer)  j  or  it  is 
the  law  of  "advance  through  successive  stages  of 
simultaneous  differentiation  and  unification  to  ever 
higher  and  richer  forms  of  life"  (Muirhead). 
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H.  Moral  Progress :— (a)  The  nature  of 
moral  progress  : — The  doctrine  of  moral  progress, 
like  that  of  biological  and  social  progress,  is  not  merely 
a  hypothesis,  but  an  indubitable  truth  from  the  ethical 
point  of  view.  We  have  found  that  our  moral,  life  is 
explicable  only  as  a  progressive  life,  a  life  which  passes 
through  different  stages  at  each  of  which  it  is  in  a 
special  moral  universe,  guides  itself  in  accordance  with' 
a  special  moral  standard  or  ideal.  Thus  at  a  particular 
stage  our  moral  life  is  an  organised  whole  of  facts 
determined  and  controlled  by  a  single  standpoint.  But 
the  different  standpoints  which  it  takes  up  for  its 
guidance  at  the  different  stages,  are  not  sporadic  and 
entirely  unconnected  ;  they  represent  the  successive 
forms  of  a  single  evolving  standpoint — they  are  "the 
mutually  related  parts  or  elements  in  an  organic  whole 
viz.  "some  more  universal  end  or  purpose  traceable 
in  human  history."  In  Book  II  we  have  dealt  with  the 
different  standpoints  from  which  peoples  estimate 
their  moral  judgments :  we  have  shown  there  also 
that  those  standpoints  are  not  entirely  isolated,  but 
connected  with  one  another  in  such  a  wise  that  each 
represents  a  stage  leading  necessarily  to  another  by 
way  of  reaction,  exhibiting,  as  it  were,  that  a  form  of 
dialectic  runs  through  them  all  until  it  reaches  the  goal 
where  it  rests  with  entire  satisfaction  :  each  standpoint 
has,  thus,  been  shown  to  be  a  partial  and  incomplete 
explanation  of  our  moral  life  at  a  particular  stage,  and, 
it  is  only  the  final  and  highest  standpoint  that  affords 
the  most  satisfactory  explanation  in  so  far  as  the  present 
condition  of  our  moral  reason  has  supplied  us  with  such 
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a  standpoint.  And  this  standpoint,  as  we  have  found, 
is  nothing  but  the  perfection  of  our  nature,  the  supreme 
end  of  our  life.  Thus  the  moral  life  is  truly  and 
satisfactorily  explicable  only  by  reference  to  a  felos  or 
end,  a  moral  ideal.  But  the  moral  ideal  which  explains 
and  guides  our  moral  life  is  thus  inherently  progressive — 
t  progresses  toward  its  ideal,  its  own  perfection.  Again, 
as  we  have  found  in  the  first  chapter  of  this  Book, 
individuals  are  only  integral  parts  of  the  larger  wholes 
called  societyand  the  human  Brotherhood.  The  progress 
of  our  moral  life  involves,  therefore,  the  progress  of 
the  larger  life  of  society  and  the  human  Brotherhood. 

Though,  thus,  moral  progress  in  the  indfvidual, 
society  and  the  human  race  is  theoretically  incontrover- 
tible, yet  it  demands  a  practical  verification.  Such 
verification  will  be  obtained  if .  we  can  show  that  the 
actual  facts,  the  actual  virtues,  of  the  moral  lite  of  the 
individual,  society  and  the  human  race  at  different 
times  and  ages  have  undergone  gradual  changes  expre- 
ssing ever  higher  forms  of  life,  showing  thereby  the 
presence  and  operation,  from  the  beginning,  of  a  single 
ideal  principle,  a  grand  moral  agent  that  is  being 
gradually  realised  through  those  changes.  '  This  does 
not,  of  course,  imply  that  thejdeal  is  consciously  and 
explicitly  present  at  every  stage  of  moral  progress ; 
the  explanation  of  moral  evolution  does  not  require  the 
explicit  presence  of  the  ideal  at  every  stage ;  it  is 
sufficient  that  the  explicit  consciousness  of  the  ideal 
gradually  emerges  itself  in  the  course  of. its  evolution. 
As  in  the  case  of  reason,  so  in  the  case  of  morality 
the  ideal  works  unconsciously  and  also  consciously, 
and  conceals  itself  under  various  strange  forms. 
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We  should  here  carefully  distinguish  two  forms  of 
moral  progress,  the  mechanical  forfn  and  the  organic  or 
teleological  form.  The  former  is  explained  by  the  law 
of  struggle  for  existence  and  natural  selection,  while  the 
latter  by  reference  to  the  idea  of  an  end.  It  is  true  that 
the  external  circumstances  and  the  "environment"  play 
an  im|)ortant  part  in  determining  the  particular  forms 
which  the  moral  ideal  takes  on  at  different  ages.  Biitthe 
action  of  those  extraneous  forces  alone  cannot  account  for 
moral  progress.  The  moral  ideal  cannot  be  the  growth 
of  non-moral  elements  ;  ought-to-be  cannot  be  explained 
by  is  or  must.  Moral  progress  does  not  mean  the  gradual 
growth  of  a  moral  ideal  out  of  non-moral  elements,  but 
the  gradual  realisation  of  the  moral  ideal  itself  which 
is  present  and  active  from  the  beginning,  but  comes  f6 
assume  special  forms  in  response  to  the  actions  upon  it- 
self of  those  extraneous  forces.  It  is  true  that  at  different 
ages  people  approached  the  moral  ideal  by  different 
means  ;  but  although  the  nature  of  those  means  had  been 
determined  by  their  actual  peculiar  circumstances  or 
environment,  yet  the  choice  of  them  must  have  been  due 
to  their  free  moral  activity— the  end  to  realise  which  the 
choice  was  made  must  have  been  first  freely  chosen 
by  them.  Hence  it  is  only  the  moral  ideal  itself  which 
is  capable  of  explaining  moral  progress  as  a  process  of 
its  own  gradual  realisation.  This  patent'fact  has  been 
overlooked  by  Spencer  and  his  followers ;  they  have 
confounded  moral  progress  with  moral  creation,  the 
course  with  the  origin,  of  morality.  "Moral  progress," 
observes  Prof  James  Seth,  "is  morality  in  progress, 
'progressive   morality' ;    never  at   any  stage  a  progress 
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to   morality,   or  a   progress   from  the  non-moral  to  the 
moral  stage."     But  -  they   have   actually,  tried  to  evolve 
the  moral  life  out  of  a  life  which  is  absolutely  non-moral 
— they  have  tried  to  explain  the  moral  life  by  reference 
to  its  beginning  which  is   absolutely,  non-moral     Thus 
the  explanation  offered  by  them  is,  if  it  is  true,  anthropo- 
logical, not  moral  at  all.    Moral  progress  from  the  stand- 
point   of  a    moralist,    necessarily    implies    that    man  is 
inherently  a  moral  being;  that  the  germs  of  morality  are 
embedded  in  his  nature  from  the  first,  which  in   course 
of  time  develop  and  assume  more  and  more  definite  and 
complex  forms.     This  ever-presence  of  the   moral    ideal 
in  man  makes  his  moral  life   and    its    progress  possible, 
just    as    the    ever-presence    of   reason  in  him  makes  his 
intellectual    life    and   its   progress  possible.     If  he  were 
not  moral  and  intellectual  from  the  beginning    no    force 
in   the   world   could   make    him  moral  and  intellectual. 
The  very  idea  of  evolution  implies  that  all  the    essential 
characteristics  found   in    the   more    developed     stages 
must    be    already    present    in  the  first  stage ;  for  other- 
wise,  those   characteristics    will    be  quite  new  elements 
which  cannot  be  explained  by  the  process  of   evolution : 
or   in    other    words,   the  process  of  evolution  will  fail  to 
explain  those  for  whose  explanation  it  is  sought.  There- 
fore from  the  point  of  view  of  evolution    a    savage   is   a 
civilized   man    in   germ,  just   as  a  seed  is  potentially  a 
full-grown  tree.     For  further  criticism  see  Bk.  II,   Chap. 
V,    §    I,   and   Criticism   (a).     For   the     view   of    Prof. 
Alexander   whose  mechanical    explanation     of     moral 
progress  is  somewhat  original,  and  for  its   criticism    see 
Bk.  II,  pp.  130-33.  and  135-38. 
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This  essential  condition  of  moral  progress  that  man 
is  a  moral  being  from  the  beginning  is  capable  not  only 
of  theoretical  proof  but  also  of  corroboration  by  facts 
of  moral  history.  The  observation  and  examination  of 
the  manners  and  customs  of  the  savages  show  that  in 
every,  savage  tribe  some  form  of  morality  is  found  ;  they 
consciously  distinguish  between  right  and  wrong  ;  they 
approve  some  forms  _of  activity  and  condemn  the 
opposite,  and  have,  thus,  at  least,  the  rudimentary 
consciousness  of  moral  obligation.  Nor  is  this' all :  they 
not  only  distinguish  the  right  and  the  wrong  type  of 
conduct,  they  also  distinguish  the  good  and  the  bad 
type  of  character  from  which  the  conduct  issues  ;  that  is 
to  say,  they  recognise  such  qualities  as  virtues,  though, 
of  course,  with  regard  to  their  meaning  and  scope  they 
considerably  difTer  from  the  civilized  people.  We  shall 
illustrate  these  facts  later  on.  (For  a  fuller  consideration 
of  these  facts  see  Bk.  II,  pp.  147-50;  and  also  Janet's 
Theory  of  Morals,  pp.  348-51). 

(b)  The  law  of  moral  progress :— We  have 
already  described  the  general  character  of  the  law  of 
progress  as  applied  to  the  animal  world  and  the  human 
^?ociety.  Moral  progress  also  is  subject  to  a  similar  law. 
The  moral  life  whether  of  the  individual  or  of  society 
or  of  the  human  race  starts  from  a  comparatively  in- 
definite, incoherent,  homogeneous  state  and  passes 
gradually  through  various  heterogeneous  stages  each 
of  which  is  more  definite  and  coherent  than  the  preced- 
ing to  a  stage  that  is  perfectly  definite,  coherent  and 
heterogeneous  :  or  as  otherwise  described,  the  moral  life 
advances  through  continuously  differentiating  itself  into 
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various  moral  ideas  and  habits,  and  at  the  same  time 
integrating  or  unifying  them  all  into  a  complex 
organised  whole  called  a  stage  in  its  progress  to  ever 
higher  and  richer  forms  or  stages  of  life.  Now  if  we 
examine  closely  into  the  way  in  which  such  differentia- 
tion and  integration  take  place,  we  find  that  it  is 
something  like  this :  as  Prof.  James  Seth  has  truly 
observed,  moral  progress  "is,  in  sum  and  substance,  th^ 
gradual  discovery  of  the!  individual"  What  it  means  is 
this  :  the  highest  form  of  moral  life  is  the  life  of  perfect 
moral  independence  and  responsibility  and  this  is  also 
the  highest  form  of  moral  differentiation.  The  moral 
independence  and  responsibility  of  a  man  are  not 
attained  all  at  once ;  they  are  the  product  of  moral 
development  through  years  and  ages.  Sir  Henry  Maine 
has  observed  that  the  movement  of  all  progressive 
societies  is  a  movement  from  Status  to  contract.  At 
priniitive  times  the  individual  was  merged  in,  and 
identified  with,  the  family,  group  or  tribe,  and  had 
nothing  which  he  could  call  his  own  ;  the  law  did  not 
take  account  of  him,  but  recognised  only  the  larger 
whole  of  which  he  was  a  member.  It  was  only  gradually 
that  the  individual  was  finally  substituted  for  the  larger 
whole  and  made  the  exclusive  subject  of  legal  rights 
and  obligations.  The  same  is  true  of  the  individual 
regarded  as  moral.  Originally  he  had  no  moral  in- 
dependence and  responsibility.  The  "manners  and 
customs,  or  in  a  word  the  "mores"  or  the  "ethos"  of  the 
group  or  tribe  to  which  he  belonged  supplied  him  with 
the  only  standard  of  his  activity  :  he  had  no  choice  in 
the  matter  ;  he  was  not  allowed  to  question  the  validity 
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and  obligatoriness  of  any  of  them,  or  rather  no  occasion 
arose  for  him  to  do  so,  for  he  was  perfectly  habituated 
to  observe  them :  his  morality  was  therefore  what  is 
called  customary  morality.  It  was  only  gradually  that 
he  emerged  from  such  a  state  of  bondage  and  attained 
his  moral  independence  and  responsibility:  it  was  only 
after  many  centuries  of  moral  struggle  and  development 
that  he  came  to  be  recognised  as  an  independent  moral 
being  having  free  private  choice  and  moral  responsibility 
for  his  own  conduct.  Formerly  his  duty  was  simply 
to  observe  the  time-honoured  customs  without  any 
reflection  or  criticism,  now  he  is  allowed  to  reflect 
about  and  criticise  those  customs.  Such  allowance 
implies  that  he  has  a  right  "to  see  why  certain  habits 
are  to  be  followed,  what  makes  a  thing  good  or  bad. 
Conscience  is  thus  substituted  for  custom  ;  principles  take 
the  place  of  external  rules!'  (Profs.  Dewey  and  Tufts^ 
Ethics,  p.  179).  His  present  morality  may  therefore  be 
called  reflective.  This  does  not  mean  that  at  modern 
times  the  "social  customs  have  ceased  to  be,  or  even 
have  been  reduced  in  number.  The  exact  contrary  is 
the  case.  It  is  not  that  they  have  shrunk  in  importance, 
or  that  they  have  less  significance  for  the  individual's 
activity,  or  claim  less  of  his  attention.  Again,  the 
reverse  is  the  case.  But  the  individual  has  to  grasp 
the  meaning  of  these  customs  over  and  above  the  bare 
fact  of  their  existence,  and  has  to  guide  himself  by  their 
meaning  zx\^  ncifby  the  mere  fact  noted."  (Ibid,  pp. 
179-80). 

Though  the   moral  emancipation    of  the   individual 
from  the  group  or  the  tribe  is  itself  a  great  achievement. 
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yet  it  is  not  the  whole  achievement.  The  mere  eman- 
cipation is  not  really  to  discover  him,  but  to  lose  him, 
because,  the  true  individual  is  not  an  absolutely  isolated 
unit  but  an  integral  part  of  the  larger  whole.  Hence 
the  true  discovery  of  the  individual  is  the  discovery  of 
his  personality  ^Xh&  discovery  that  his  true  being  is  the 
being  of  the  larger  whole  and  vice  versa. 

.  Thus,  moral  progress  starts  from  a  stage  which  is 
more  or  less  indefinite,  incoherent,  and  homogeneous 
first,  because  the  customs  which  determine  right  and 
wrong  constitute  a  more  or  less  homogeneous  whole  in 
which  the  units,  though  distinguished,  are  not  arranged 
■and  integrated  in  accordance  with  their  ethical  impor- 
tance ;  their  meaning  is  not  differentiated  from  their 
present  forms  ;  "the  moral  aspect  of  behavior  and  other 
aspects  such  as  the  conventional,  the  political,  the  legaJ" 
are  not  distinguished ;  the  individual  simply  observes 
'but  notreflects  upon  the  customs  and  thus  does  not,  in 
any  way,  differentiate  his  moral  life  from  the  life  of  the 
whole  ;  his  life  is'completely  merged  or  Tost  in  the  latter 
which  is  therefore  no  better  than  a  homogeneous  mass 
of  undifferentiated  units.  Again,  when  the  individual 
begins  to  emerge  himself  from  such  a  state  he  begins  to 
feel  his  moral  independence,  his  personal  responsibility 
for  his  own  action  ;  or  in  other  words,  he  begins  to  feel 
that  he  is  a  distinct  moral  unit  in  the  social  whole  and 
has  a  life  of  his  own  ;  though  he  still  observes  the  social 
customs  he  observes  them  intelligently  or  with  the 
distinct  consciousness  of  their  meaning  :  and  if  he  finds 
^ny  of  them  bad  he  feels  that  he  has  a  right  to  criticise 
it  and  even  to  disobey  it.  At  this  stage  the  homogeneous 
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mass  of  customs  is  also  correspondingly  differentiated, 
the  truly  moral  ones  are  distinguished  from  the  con- 
ventional, the  political  and  the  legal  ones,  and  are 
organised  in  accordance  with  their  ethical  importance : 
the  homogeneous  mass  itself  thus  becomes  differentiated, 
and  also  integrated  into  a  more  definite  and  coherent 
whole.  The  processes  ol  differentiation  and  integration 
still  go  on  :  the  individual  comes  to  regard  himself  not 
only  distinct  from  but  also,  at  the  same  time,  organically 
related  to,  the  social  whole  ;  he  no  longer  feels  his 
interests  as  simply  of  his  own  but  also  as  having  an 
essential  bearing  upon  the  interests  of  others.  Thus  his 
moral  ideal  becomes  more  complex,  his  virtuous  habits 
increase  in  number  and  complexity  ;  their  meanings  are 
■deepened  and  scope  widened  ;  in  short  his  whole  moral 
life  becomes  exceedingly  complex.  Not  only  so,  as  he 
advances  in  moralisation,  his  complex  moral  life 
becomes  more  and  more  systematic,  being  guided  and 
unified  by  a  single  ultimate  principle  or  ideal.  Thus 
the  integration  of  his  moral  life  rum  pari  passu  with  its 
•differentiation.  Therefore  we  find  that  moral  progress 
consists  in  the  gradual  discovery  of  the  individual  and 
is  subject  to  the  universal  law  of  progress  that  "an 
indefinite,  incoherent  homogeneity  is  transformed  into 
a  definite,  coherent  heterogeneity." 

(c)    Some    special   characteristics  of    the 

law: — In  the  preceding  section  we  have  described  the 
general  characteristic  of  the  law  of  moral  progress.  Now 
we  go  to  describe  some  of  its  special  characteristics. 
The  moral  emancipation  of  the  individual  involves,  in 
the  first  place,  a   gradual   determination    of  the   moral 
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good,  which,  again,   consists   in,  a   transition   from   the 

outside  to  the  inside,  from  an  external  to  an  internal  view, 

■I 

of  morality  :  in  the  second  place,  it  involves  "the  gradual 
subordination  of  the  sterner  to  the  gentler  virtues"; 
and  in  the  third  place,  it  involves  the  deepening  of  the 
meaning  and  the  widening  of  the  sphere,  of  the  virtues. 

(?)  The  first  special  feature  of  moral  progress  is  the 
gradual  change  made  iil  the  standpoint  of  morality. 
During  the  age  of  customary  morality  action  was 
estimated  from  an  external  and  utilitarian  standpoint, 
by  reference  to  its  external  consequences,  whereas 
with  the  development  of  reflective  morality  action  is 
judged  from  an  internal  standpoint,  by  reference  to  its 
motive.  The  result  of  this  change  is  that  the  inner 
character  of  a  man  is  taken  into  account  more  than 
his  external  action;  that  what  he,is  is  considered  more 
valuable  than  what  he  does.  Therefore  he  is  declared 
gpod  or  bad,  not  because  his  action  has  produced  good 
or  bad  consequence,  but  because  he  possesses  a  good 
or  bad  character  from  which  his  action  has  issued.  But 
this  shifting  of  the  standpoint  from  conduct  to  character 
cannot  stop  here.  Character  is  valued  or  condemned, 
not  simply  because  it  is  the  source  of  a  good  or  a  bad 
action,  but /or  its  own  sake.  The  good  character  is  valued 
because  it  is  an  end-in-itself,  not  a  means  to  any  other 
end  ;  the  bad  character  is  condemned  because  it  is  not 
an  end-in-itself,  but  a  means  to  an  end  that  stands  in 
the  way  of  the  realisation  of  the  end-in-itself.  As  Prof. 
Green  has  observed :  "  The  real  value  of  the  virtue 
rises  with  the  more  full  and  clear  conception  of  the 
end  to  which  it  is  directed,  as  a   character   not   a   good 
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fortune,  as  a  fulfilment  of  human  capabilities  from  within 
not  an  accession  of  good  things  from  without,  as  a 
function  not  a  possession.  The  progress  of  mankind 
in  respect  of  the  standard  and  practice  of  virtue  has 
lain  in  such  a  development  of  the  conception  of  its 
end."  (Prolegomena,  p.  265).  Thus  moral  progress 
means  the  progressively  spiritual  interpretation  of 
human  life.         ^ 

(«)  The  second  special  feature  -of  the  law  is,  as 
Prof.  James  Seth  remarks,  "  the  gradual  subordination 
of  the  sterner  to  the  gentler  virtues,  of  the  virtues  of 
being  or  security,  to  those  of  well-being  or  amenity." 
We  have  found  in  th,e  preceding  section  that  the 
gradual  change  of  the  standpoint  from  the  external  to 
the  internal  view  of  conduct  involves  a  progressively 
spiritual  interpretation  of  human  life.  The  latter,  again, 
involves  that  greater  value  is  set  on  the  spiritual  virtues 
than  on  the  physical,  on  the  virtues  of  well-being  or 
amenity  than  on  the  virtues  of  mere  being  or  security. 
The  reasons  are  obvious  :  before  the  individual  attains 
his  moral  independence,  he  is  not'  recognised  as  an 
independent  moral  being,  he  is  regarded  simjjly  as  a 
physical  being,  or  at  least  more  as  a  physical  being 
than  a  spiritual  ;  the  consequence  is,  the  physical 
virtues  which  are  required  for  the  preservation  of  being 
are  demanded  of  him.  more  strictly  than  the  spiritual 
virtues  are.  But  with  the  recognition  that  he  is  a 
distinct  and  independent  moral  or  spiritual  being,  the 
spiritual  virtues  which  are  required  for  the  well-being, 
not  only  of  himself,  but  also  of  others,  come  to  be 
regarded  as  more  valuable  and  necessary'.    The  physical 
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virtues  are  usually  stern  and  of  militant  type,  while  the 
spiritual  or  mental  virtues  are  gentle  and  amiable  ;  the 
former  are  self-regarding,  unsympathetic  or  incon- 
siderate, while  the  latter  are  other-regarding, 
sympathetic  or  considerate  ;  the  physical  courage  and 
the  heroic  deeds  of  the  battle-field  are  instances  of  the 
former,  whereas  sympathy,  benevolence,  forgiveness,, 
humility,  obedience,  gentleness,  patience,  resignation,, 
are  instances  of  the  latter.  Moral  progress,  therefore, 
means  that  the  physical  nature  of  man  is  gradually 
subordinated  to  his  spiritual  nature ;  that,  therefore, 
his  physical  virtues  are  also  controlled  by  and  made 
subservient  to.  his  spiritual  virtues. 

{iii)  The  third  special  feature  of  the  law  is  that  the 
meaning  of  the  virtues  is  gradually  deepened  and  their 
scope  gradually  widened.  With  the  deeper  under- 
standing of  the  moral  nature  of  man  the  meaning  of 
the  virtues  is  also  deepened,  and  with  the  discovery  of 
his  personality,  of  his  organic  relation  to  society,  the 
sphere  of  his  virtues  is  indefinitely  extended.  We  have 
found  that  moral  progress  consists  in  the  gradual 
-emancipation  of  the  individual  as  a  distinct  and 
independent  moral  being,  the  gradual  discovery  of  his 
individuality ;  but  it  does  not  stop  there :  it  goes 
further  and  ends  in  the  discovery  of  his  personality,  of 
his  universal  nature  which  binds  him  with  all  beingjs' 
and  things.  Therefore  the  discovery  of  his  personali^^y 
means  the  discovery  that  his  own  good  is  the  common 
good,  the  good  not  only  of  the  community  or  the  tribe 
to  which  he  belongs  but  also  of  all  communities  or 
tribes,    of   the    whole    human     family,    of    the    whole 
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fraternity  of  all  men.  Thus  moral  progress  is,  as  Prof. 
J,ames  Seth  remarks,  "  growth  from  particularism  to 
universalism,  irom  patriotism  or  nationalism  to 
humanism  or  cosmopolitanism.'' 

III.    Verification     of    the    law:— We     have 

described  the  nature  of  moral  progress,  and  the  general 
as  well  as  the  special  characteristics  of  the  law  of" 
moral  progress  ;  we  now  propose  to  trace  up  such  law 
in  tha  concrete  moral  life  of  the  individual,  society  and 
the  Ijuman  race.  As  elsewhere  so  in  ethics,  the  mere 
statement  of  a  principle  is  not  sufficient,  because  not 
so  conclusive,  unless  and  until  its  interpretation  is 
verified  by  the  facts  of  moral  history.  As  Prof.  James 
Seth  observes  :  "  The  verification  of  any  interpretation 
of  the  moral  ideal  remains  incomplete  until  it  is  shown 
to  explain  the  history  of  evolving  moral  life,  the  process 
of  moral  experience  as  a  whole.  The  ideal  must  be 
the  unifying  principle  of  the  successive  historical 
manifestations  of  morality,  as  well  as  of  its  various 
present  forms."  Indeed,  the  main  function  of  ethics 
will  remain  incomplete  and  unfulfilled  unless  it  can 
discover  an  "  increasing  purpose  through  the  ages," 
the  dialectic  movement  of  a  universal  standard  or  ideal 
in  and  through  the  moral  ideas,  habits  and  institutions 
in  different  societies  at  different  ages.  Therefore,  we 
should  now  consider — 

{a)  Moral  progress  in  the  individual :— If  we 

examine  the  moral  life  of  the  individual  we  more 
distinctly  discover  the  control  of  the  law  as  described 
above.i  In  the  beginning,  as  we  have  found,  he  is 
scarcely   aware   of    his    moral    freedom,   he   is  scarcely 
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conscious  that  he  is  a  distinct  and  independent  moral 
being ;  the  moral  criterion  in  accordance  with  which  he 
regulates  his  conduct  more  or  less  spontaneously  is 
supplied  by  the  manners  and  customs  of  the  society 
to  which  he  belongs  ;  his  moral  life  is  therefore  identified 
with  that  of  the  society.  This  is  the  first  stage  of  his 
moral  life.  But  human  nature  cannot  rest  long  in  a 
-state  of  bondage.  It  necessarily  passes  to  a  higher 
stage  at  which  his  individuality  begins  to  emergen  and 
assert  itself;  here  he  feels  th,at  he  has  a  life  of  his  qwn 
which  is  not  entirely  identical  with  that  of  society.  But 
this  emergence  of  the  consciousness  of  his  individuality 
is  only  gradual;  at  first  it  assumes  a,  purely  negaiive' 
-and  antagonistic  attitude  towards  society  ;  like  an  unruly 
horse  it  asserts  its  existence  everywhere  in  all  possible 
ways  ;  whatever  limits  its  unlimitCjd  freedom  or  binds 
'it  in  any  way  is  condemned  and  rebelled  against ;  it 
wants  to  live  in  an  absolutely  free  and  open  atmosphere 
where  it  can  breathe  and  soar  'freely.  This  is  the 
■second  stage  at  which  his  life  may  be  said  to  appear 
in  its  truly  moral  form.  At  the  fist  stage  his  attitude 
is  entirely  passive  and  blindly  conciliatory,  at  the 
-second  it  is  wholly  free  and  antagonistic.  But  the 
true  individuality  is  not  something  entirely  negative 
and  antagonistic ;  the  individuality  which  is  purely 
■negative  and  militant  should  be  checked,  controlled 
and  taken  up  into  higher  individuality  or  personality. 
This  last  stage  of  transition  is  most  important  and  far-. 
Teaching  from  the  ethical  point  of  view.  We  shall 
therefore  dwell  on  it  somewhat  at  length. 

(2)  Temperance  or  Self-discipline  :— As    we 
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have  found;(see  Bk.  II.pp.  143-45),  individuality  is  formed 
by  the  appetites,  passions  and  desires  which  separate 
one  man  from  another;  it  is  therefore  the  life  of  natural 
impulse,  mere  sensibility  by  virtue  of  which  he  is  a 
mere  animal.  So  that  mere  ipdividualiiy  is  only  one 
side  of  man,  his  another  and  higher  side  being  reason 
which  binds  him  vvith  ,  all  beings.  The  true  concrete 
man  is;  a  rational  animal  and  his  true  nature  is  his 
personality,  i,  e.  his  sensibility  as  guided  by  his  reason. 
Therefore,  the  essence  of  niprality  consists  in  "the 
establishment  of  the  order  of  reason  in  the  chaos  of 
natural  inipulse,  and  character  meatis  nothing  but  a 
system  of  inclinations  disciplined  by  reason,"  Thus 
moral  development  means  the  gradual  transformation 
of  individuality  into  personality — the  gradual  sub^ 
pr^inatioti  of  passions,  aijd  appetites  to  ^reason.  This 
discipline  of  natural  impulsps  by  reason,  ..the,, conquest 
o£  ithe  lower  or  passionalsplf  by  the  higher,  or  rational 
self  is  ^^emperance  or  self-discipline.  Intemperance,  on 
the  pther  hand,  is,  tfip  conquest  of  reason  by  sensibility 
ajid^herefprei,resja}ts  iijj  nior^l  degenera,tipn  and  dis- 
organisation. .Temperance  is,  therefore,  cjpp  of  the 
essential  yirtues  tl?at  a  rnan  shpuld  cultivate  for  his 
moral  regenerg^tion  aij,d  de.veloprnent.  Temperance  .has 
two  sides,  a  negajtiye  and  a  positive  sid?,,  .  The  w^^rg 
sfjbordination ,  of  the  nattjral  impulses  copstitutes,  its 
negative  side.  In  as  far  ..as  , this  side  is  concerned  a 
man  should, cultivate  the  habit  of  self-denial  or  self- 
sacrifice,  i.  e,  should  gradually  learn  to  sacrifice  bis 
passions  and  <iesires  in  prder  that  his  reason  may  reign 
supreme.  Here  lies  the  .relative  truth  olasceU'cism,  But 
25 
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true  self-sacrifice  does  not  mean  the  total  suppression 
but  the  relative  subordination  of  sensibility  ;  for  moral 
development  means  the  development  of  uur  total  self, 
and  the  latter  will  be  impossible  if  we  altogether^ 
suppress  sensibility  which  is  one  side  of  the  total  self. 
(See  Ibid).  Thus  the  natural  impluses  should  have 
their  indulgence  under  the  due  supervision  of  reason. 
But  they  are  not  always  in  their  normal  state  ;  some 
are  unruly  and  claim  undue  indulgence.  So  that  it  is 
necessary  to  know  those  impulses'  which  are  our  real 
enemy,  and  should  therefore  be  checked  and  controlled : 
hence  self-discipline  always  requires  self-knowledge. 
Casual  self-examination  is  also  necessary,  for,  otherwisS, 
we  cannot  know  whether  we  are  progressing  or  lagging 
behind.    , 

But  the  subordination  of  the  impulses  implies  that 
there  should  be  a  single  principle,  end  or  purpose  to 
realise  which  they  all  must  be  employed  ;  the  whole 
energy  of  our  life  should  be  devoted  to  some  disinterest- 
ed end,  if  we  want  deliverance  from  the  slavery  of  the 
natural  impulses.  This  concentration  of  our  whole 
energy  upon  the  realisation  of  a  single  disinterested 
end,  this  employment  of  all  our  natural  forces  in  the 
service  of  a  single  universal  life-purpose  is  the  positive 
side  of  temperance.  "Unity,  simplicity,  singleness  of 
purpose — the  correlation  and  integration  of  all  the 
tendencies  of  the  individual  nature— this  is  the  mark 
of  a  perfectly  temperate,  a  thoroughly  disciplined  life. 
The  forces  of  the  nature  are  not'  merely  checked  and 
conquered  ;  they  are  engaged  in  the  service  of  an  end 
which   can   utilise  them  all,  and  whose  service  is  perfect 
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freedom  from  the  bondage  of  mere  unregulated  impulse." 
{Prof.  James  Seth,  Principles,  p.  247).  All  great  men 
in  all  departments  of  life  at  all  ages  had  one  single 
disinterested  dominant  purpose  to  which  they  bent  all 
their  energies  and  impulses.  Here,  again,  self-know- 
i?«<^(?  is  necessary.  The  dominant  interest  .of  a  man 
is  unique  or  peculiar  to  himself,  and  it  is  only  he  who 
can  know  what  it  is  ;  the  inner  capacity  of  a  man  is 
best  known  to  himself,  and  he  alone  can  know  the 
nature  of  the  end  which  should  dominate  his  life  con- 
sistently with  his  capacity. 

{it)  Self-culture  : — Self-discipline,  taken  as  a 
whole,  is  negative  and  one-sided  ;  for  it  consists  in 
merely  checking  and  subjugating  the  selfish  impulses 
to  the  rule  of  reason,  and  thus  in  engaging  them  in  the 
service  of  some  disinterested  end.  But  this  is  only  a 
condition  of  self-development  ;  the  true  self-develop- 
ment involves  not  only  the  subjugation  (if  the  opposing 
impulses  but  also  the  education  of  the  favourable  ones 
and  the  development  of  all  the  higher  powers  and 
capacities.  This  latter  function  is  self-culture  :  self- 
discipline  and  self-culture  are,  thus,  equally  essential 
conditions  of  self-development  ;  the  former  is  the 
negative  and  the  latter  the  positive  condition.  We 
have  found  that  we  are  to  develop  the  total  self  which 
is  the  true  self.  Therefore  self-culture  includes  the 
culture  of  all  the  phases  of  our  nature,  of  intellect, 
emotion  and  volition  "each  in  its  perfection,  and  all 
in  the  harmony  of  a  complete  and  single  life  ;" 
our  life  is  an  organic  whole,  as  modern  psychology  has 
proved  it  to  be,  and  therefore  its  different  phases  are  dis- 
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tinct  and  interrelated  at  the  same  time.  The  true  self- 
development,  thus  invplves  not  only  the  cultivation  of 
different  powers  but  also  their  harmonious  developmentj 
symmetry  is  the  essence  of  true  self-development. 

The  true  self-culture  includes  also  the  physical 
culture — culture  of  the  bodily  powers.  Man  is  not 
merely  a  spiritual  but  also  a  physical  being  ;  the  physi- 
cal body  is  a  necessary  condition  of  our  spiritual  life, 
its  affections  considerably  influencing  the  tenor  of  our 
mental  life  :  health  is  therefore  the  foundation  of  moral 
life,  though  not  a  part  of  it.  So  that  the  asceticism 
which  teaches  us  to  despise  the  bqdy,  to  escape  from  it, 
is  an  one-sided  doctrine  arid  should  be  condemned. 
The  cultivation  of  the  physical  virtues  is  therefore  as 
necessary  as  that  of  the  mental  or  spiritual  virtues. 
(See,  above,  chap,  iv,  pp,  1 17-20). 

Self-culture,  Jjlce  self-discipline,  requires  self-know- 
ledge. If  we  do  not  know  what  we  are,  what  are  the 
powers  and  capacities  that  are  to  be  cultured,  self^^ 
culture  is  impossible.  Again,  self-culture  requires  that 
^e  should,  ,first,  find  out  the  end  or  purpose  of  our  life, 
arid  cling  ;to  it  as  fast  as  possibly ithrough, "^11  thp  storm 
and  stress  , of, passion  and, of  circuipstance",  iir\^il,\ye 
rfe&ch  itbe.goal.  ^  ,      .  ,         ,.< 

(iiV)  Transcendence  of  individuality  :  the 
ideal  life.:- — So  1 -long; we  have  dealt  wjth  only  the)  way 
in  iwhich  our  individuality  sho«Jd  b^  df)yel9(ped.,.,B,u.t 
individuality  is  only  one  sid^;  ,of  the  .total ;,9.elf,,.whft^e 
another  i  side  isi  our  i.aoiGial;  li/e  and  tb^^p  il;\yo  tpgethpir 
constitute  ©UF  perisongtlity.  Seiithat  the  trui^  ^n^jjcqtt)- 
plet© » self 'Culture  is; ;  mot  1  e?f;Gl.usively , ,  the  Pfulti^re  0^  our 
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individual  powers  and  capacities,  it  is  the  culture  of 
our  personality,  i.  e.  the  culture  of  our  individuality! 
with  the  ultimate  view  to  the  employment  of  it  for 
the  realisation  of  the  good  of  society  and  finally,  of  the 
good  of  the  universe.  This  transcendence  of  indivi- 
duality, this  transition  from  the  particular  to  the  univer- 
sal, marks,  therefore,  the  advent  of  a  higher  life, — a  life 
in  which  we  live  and  soar  freely  in  the  atmosphere  of 
the  infinite  and  ideal.  But  this  takes  place  slowly  and 
gradually  in  various  ways.  In  every  evolving  moral 
life  there  is  such  a  crisis  as  conversion.  Wherever  a 
man  becomes  aware  that  thefe  is  a  higher  irioral  uni- 
verse than  that  within  which  he  lives  and  that  he  ought; 
to  transcend  the  latter  in  order  to  live  in  the  former, 
he  experiences  such  a  phenomenon.  Whenever  he 
does  something  noble  and  great  whether  it  is  an  act  of 
philanthrophy,  or  the  devotion  to  the  cause  of  science,' 
art,  or  religion — he  feels  self-elevation,  risies  to  a  higher 
level  of  life  and  escapes  from  the  particular  to  the 
universal  ;  he  finds  that  his  life  has  taken  on  a  quite 
new  aspect,  that  he  lives  and  moves  in  a  new  world  and 
that,  thus,  he  has  passed  through  a  crisis  of  moral 
conversion.  Thus  devotion  to  any  noble  cause  is  a 
potent  means  of  converting  our  individuality  into 
personality,  of  elevating  ourselves  above  the  level  of 
an  isolated,  short,  brutish  life  of  sensibility  :— 

But  a  life,  thus  idealised,  is  not  always  free  from 
datiger.  No  doubt  moral  idealism  expresses  the 
highest  phase  of  our  life,  it  ennobles  our  life  antJ  elevates 
it  above  the  level  of  the  particular  and  the  low  ;  but  it 
may  bring  on  also  evil  consequence  :  intense  devotion  to 
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the  infinite  and  ideal  may  sometimes  make  a  man  indif- 
ferent to  the  finite  and  actual ;  the  divine  vision  may 
distort  the  earthly  one.  We  should  therefore  beware 
that  our  zeal  for  the  infinite  and  ideal  may  not  make  us 
forget  that  it  is  also  our  duty  to  preserve  the  finite  and 
actnal,  that  our  individuality  should  not  be  absorbed  but 
be  maintained  by  our  personality,  that  our  natural 
impulses  should  not  be  suppressed  but  be  duly  sustained 
by  our  higher  aspirations  ;  that,  in  short,  we  should  not 
forget  that  we  are  first  human  then  divine,  first  finite 
and  actual  then  infinite  and  ideal. 

(iv).  The  true  nature  of  the  moral  ideal  :— 
We  have  said  above  that  we  can  escape  from  the  'cave' 
of  the  particular  and  rise  to  the  level  of  the  infinite  and 
ideal  by  devoting  ourselves  to  any  noble  and  great  cause 
whether  intellectual,  esthetic  or  religious ;  but  we 
should  always  carefully  remember  that  the  true  moral 
ideal  is  the  Good,  not  the  True  or  the  Beautiful :  truth 
and  beauty  separated  from  goodness  are  non-moral, 
though  not  immoral ;  goodness,  on  the  other  hand,  sepa- 
rated from  truth  and  beauty,  is  narrow  and  incomplete. 
The  fact  is,  these  three  categories  represent  the  ideals  of 
the  three  phases  of  our  life  ;  but  our  real  concrete  life  is 
not,  as  modern  psychology  has  proved,  simply  intel- 
lectual, or  emotional,  or  volitional ;  it  is  all  at  the  same 
time :  thus  these  three  phases  as  well  as  their  ideals  can- 
not be  separated.  Therefore  the  true  ideal'  of  our  con- 
crete life  is  that  which  is  the  synthesis  of  the  Good,  the 
True  and  the  Beautiful ;  the  true  moral  ideal  is  the 
perfection  of  our  whole  life  which  consists  in  the 
separate  yet  harmonious   realisation   of   the   Good,   the 
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True  and  the  Beautiful.  The  realisation  of.  the  moral 
Good  thus  involves  the  realisation  of  these  three  ideals 
at  the  same  time  ;  devotion  to  any  one  of  them  exclu- 
sively does  not  therefore  lead  to  the  full  realisation  of 
the  moral  ideal.  These  considerations  show  the  incon-t 
clusiveness  and  one-sidedness  of  the  views  Which  merge 
the  Good  in  either  the  True  or  the  Beautiful.  With 
Plato  and  Aristotle  the  highest  form  of  life  is  the  life  of 
philosophic  contemplation,  in  which  no  place  is  assigned 
to  the  life  of  practical  activity  and  ordinary  sensibility  ; 
while  with  the  Moral  Sense  school  the  culture  of  the 
Beautiful  is  the  essence  of  all  moral  culture.  (See  Bk. 
I,  pp.  124-25).  Both  these  two  theories  which  are 
respectively  called  intellectualism  and  cestheticism  are 
ethically  inconclusive  and  unsatisfactory  ;  they  are  based 
on  the  misconception  of  human  nature  that  it  is  not  an 
organic  whole.  Likewise,  the  view  which  regards 
Righteousness  the  essence  of  the  moral  Good  and 
identifies  the  moral  culture  with  the  philanthropic  acti- 
vity, denouncing  the  culture  of  the  True  and  the  Beauti- 
ful as  entirely  secular,  is  no  less  one-sided  and  unsatis- 
factory. . 

(v).  The  study  of  the  idealised  lives :— We 
have  found  that  devotion  to  any  noble  and  disinterested 
cause  is  an  indispensable  means  to  the  idealisation  of 
our  life.  But,  perhaps,  the  more  effective  means  is  to 
study  the  idealised  liv^s,  and  compare  them  with  our 
own.  It  is  a  common  adage  that  one  living  example  is 
more  potent  than  a  hundred  precepts.  The  path  of 
morality,  no  less  than  the,  path  of  virtue,  is  thorny  and 
as   difficult   as   the   sharp  edge  of  a  razdr.     Under  this 
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circumstance  it  is  always  safe  and  profitable  to  hold  up 
some  extefnal  pattern  before  us  as  our  guide.  Such 
patterns  or  types  are  not  Wanting  in  the  world  of  mora- 
lity: they  are  Buddha,  Mahonied,  Jesus,  Socrates, 
Luther,  Nanak,  Chaitanya  and  a  host  of  other  lesser  or 
greater  saints.  Still  more  we  may  profit  by  keeping 
good  company  and  associating  ourselves  with  the  heroes 
and' saints  who  may  happen  to  live  at  our  times. 

(vi).  Self-examination  and  Self -reflection  :— 
We  have  said  before  that  casual,  self-examination  is 
indispensable  both  for  self-idiscipline  and  self-culture  ; 
but  it  is  not  less  so  for  self-idealisation.  At  every  step 
we  should  see,  by  examining  ourselves,  whether  we  are 
propferly  adhering  to  the  ideal,  are  moulding  our  con- 
duct thereby  and  thus  profiting  by  such  adherence. 
Self -reflection-  is  equally  indispensable.  There  are 
energetic  souls  who  in  the  zeal  of  incessant  activity 
entirely  foirget  themselves.  But  entire  self-forgetfulness 
is'sometimes  baneful  and  stunts  the  growth  of  individu- 
ality ;  we  have  found  that  the  true  self-development 
consists,  not  in  self-forgetfulness,  but  in  self-idealisation. 
Hence  the  need  of  our  occasional  return  to  our  inner 
nature,  to  self-reflection.  As  Prof.  Mackenzie  has 
observed:  "There  are  energetic  natures,  like  Caesar  or 
Napoleon,  that  seem  able  to  go  on  with  a  perpetual 
activity,  scarcdy  requiring  rest  or  reflection.  But  the 
activity  of  such  men  is  not  usually  the  wisest  or  the 
most  beneficial.  There  are  others  whose  special  mission 
it  seems  to  be  to  withdraw  from  the  world  of  action  and 
br^ng  messages  to  mankind  from  the  inner  world  of 
feeling  and   reflection.     But  the  wisdom  of  such  men  is 
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apt  to  be  defifcient  in  *he  depth  of  universal  applicability 
which  a  wider  contact  with  life  can  g'ive.  The  Words- 
worths  and  Emersdns  are  not  equal  to  Shakespeares  and 
Gebthes.  Fbr  the  majority  of  men,  at  any  rate,  tithes  of 
action  naturally  alterhate  with  times  of  reflection,  times 
of  creation  with  times  of  re-creation.  In  retirement  we 
criticisfe  the  acts  of  life  ;  in  life  we  criticise  the  ideas  of 
retireftienf.  Action  and  reflection  are  the  gymnastic 
and  music  of  moral  culture."     (Ethics,  pp.  365-66).' 

(vii).  Justice  and  Love: — We  have  found  that 
our  true  life  is  not  merely  individual  but  also  social ; 
therefore  when  self-development  reaches  the  stage  at 
which  the'  self  identifies  its  own  good  with  that  of 
society,  the  cultivation  and  development  of  such 
social  virtues  as  justice  and  love,  become  imperative. 
As  self-discipline  and  self-culture  are  two  important 
virtues  which  are  indispensable  for  the  development 
of  individuality,  so  justice  and  love  are  the  virtues 
which  are  indispensable  for  the  development  of 
personality.  For  a  full  account  of  the  virtues  of  justice 
and  love  see  chapter  iv  of  this  Book. 

(viii)  The  highest  moral  idealisation:— 
The  moral  development  reaches  its  highest  stage, 
personality  gets  at  its  utmost  expansion,  when  the 
supreme  good  of  our  life  is  identified  with  the  good  oif 
the  universe,  when  morality  culminates  and  takes  its 
rest  in  religion,  and  the  moral  ideal  coincides  with  the 
religious  ideal.  Before  such  consummation  the  moral 
life  might  pass  under  the  designation  of  secular,  and  the 
moral  law  might  seem  less  imperaitive ;  but  as  soon  as  it 
takes  place  the  moral  life  shines  with  a  new  sacred  light 
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and  assumes  a  divine  form  and  meaning  j  the  moral  law 
appears  now  absolutely  imperative,  not  because  it  is  now 
regarded  as  imposed  by  an  external  Almighty  Being 
but  because  it  is  the  law  imposed  by  our  true  self — the 
highest  or  absolute  Self  in.  us.  Self-development  there* 
fore  means  the  gradual  realisation  of  the  latter — our 
gradual  approximation  towards  its  nature.  At  this 
stage  our  individuality  grows  up  to  be  more  prominent 
and  intense,  not  because  it  has  acquired  any  absolute 
independent  value  but  because  it  has  now  come  to  be 
regarded  as  unique,  and  the  divinely-appointed  mis- 
sion of  our  life  can  be  fulfilled  only  by  the  rational 
discipline  and  harmonious  development  of  its  unique 
character :  here  a  man  feels  that  he  is  alone  in  the 
pniverse  to  fulfil  a  vocation  which  cannot  be  fulfilled  by 
any  body  else,  and  he  alone  is  answerable  to  God  for 
its  non-fulfilment.  For  a  full  account  of  the  different 
virtues  which  we  ought  to  cultivate  for  self-develop- 
ment, see  chapter  iv  of  this  Book. 

This  brief  survey  of  the  development  of  the  indivi- 
dual moral  life  clearly  shows  that  it  starts  from  a  com- 
paratively indefinite  homogeneous  stage  of  customary 
morality,  passes  through  a  stage  at  which  the  individual 
differentiates  himself  from  society,  feels,  for  the  first 
time,  his  moral  freedom  and  responsibility,  and  develops 
new  moral  ideas  and  habits,  to  a  still  higher  and  more 
complex  stage  at  which  his  abstract  particular  indivi^ 
duality  gets  transformed  into  his  concrete  universal 
personality,  and  new  higher  moral  ideas  and  habits  are 
formed  and  developed  :  it  reaches  its  highest  stage  when 
the  moral  ideal  is    identified  with  the  divine    ideal,   the 
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moral  life  is  recognised  to  be  an  essential  part/of  the 
religious  life  ;  here  the  moral  life  becomes  most  complex 
or  heterogeneous,  because  it  relates  itself  with  all  beings 
and  things,  and  thus  develops  very  various  and  most 
comprehensive  complex  moral  ideas  and  virtues. 
Again,  all  along,  the  gradual  differentiation  of  the  moral 
life  runs  pari  passu  with  the  process  of  integration  of 
the  gradually-developed  moral  ideas  and  habits  by  the 
successive  forms  of  a  single  moral  ideal  which  becomes 
fully  explicit  only  at  the  highest  stage :  thus  each 
successive  stage  of  the  progressive  moral  life  is  more 
differentiated  or  heterogeneous  than  the  preceding,  the 
highest  stage  being  the  most  definite,  heterogeneous 
and  coherent.  Hence  we  can  say  that  in  the  progres- 
sive individual  moral  life  "an  indefinite,  incoherent 
homogeneity  is  transformed  into  a  definite,  coherent 
heterogeneity."  This  implies,  as  we  have  found,  that 
moral  progress  consists  in  the  gradual  discovery  of 
individuality  and  finally,  of  personality,  which,  again, 
involves  that  the  moral  standpoint  grows  gradually  to- 
be  less  external,  and  more  internal,  or  morality  becomes 
less  and  less  customary,  and  more  and  more  reflective  ; 
that  the  physical  or  sterner  virtues  are  gradually  subor- 
dinated to  the  spiritual  or  gentler  virtues,  and  lastly, 
that  the  meaning  of  the  virtues  is  gradually  deepened 
and  their  scope  gradually  widened. 

(fi)  Moral  progress  in  society : — If  we  now 
turn  our  attention  to  society  we  find  that  there  is  not 
only  a  definite  movement  in  the  moral  ideal  but  alsa 
that  that  movement  obeys  the  universal  law  of  progress. 
Thus,  for  instance,  in  the  ancient   Hindu    society    there- 
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was  a  progress  fronj  the  customary  morality  enioined 
in  the  Sanhitas  and  Brakmanas  to  the  highly  reflective 
and  spiritualised  molality  expounded  in  the  Upanishads 
a.nd  Bhagahatgita.  We  find  a  similar  movement  in  the 
Jewish  society :  the  elementary  moral  ideas  embodied  in 
the  Decalogue  gradually  developed  into  the  highly  reflec- 
tive' and  spiritualised  moral  ideas  expounded  by  the  later, 
prophets  and  embodied  in  the  Sermons  on  the  Mount. 
In  early  Greek  society  a  similar  movement  is  found. 
The  customary  morality  of  early  Greece  gradually 
changed  into  the  highly  reflective  morality  of  the  later 
philosophers  such  as  Socrates,  Plato,  Aristotle,  and  the 
Stoics.  In  all  these  instances  the  nature  of  the  move- 
ment obeys  the  law  of  moral  progress ;  because,  in  the 
first  place,  the  movement  is  from  the  customary  morality 
which  is  comparatively  homogeneous  i.  e.,  indefinite 
and  elementary,  to  the  reflectiye  morality  which  is 
comparatively  heterogeneous  i.  e.,  definite  and  complex 
or  differentiated  into  greater  number  of  moral  ideas 
and  habits.  For  instance,  the  simple  principles 
embodied  in  the  Ten  Commandments  came  gradually 
to  include  many  finer  virtues  which  were  unknown 
before  :  thus  "Thou  shalt  not  lie"  came  to  include  the 
cases  of  lying  not  only  by  words  but  also  by  deeds  ; 
similarly,  "Thou  shalt  not  kill"  came  to  imply  abstinence 
not  only  from  murder  but  also  from  any  act  that  may, 
in  any  way,  injure  the  physical  well-being.  Likewise 
the  traditional  morality  of  ancipnt  Greece  finally 
differentiated  itself  into  numerous  virtues  which  were 
embodied  in  the  elaborate  table  of  virtues  prepared  by 
Aristotle.  In  the  second  place,  the  movement  is  towards 
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greater  definiteness  and  integratipn.  The  customary 
rjioraljty  embodied  in  the  Sanhitas  and  Brajtmanas  is 
merely  an  aggregate  of  external  rules  more  or  less  uncon- 
nected with  one  another,  while  the  highly  reflective 
and  spiritualised  mpralitj^  expounded  in  the  Upani- 
shads  and  Bhagabatgita  consists  of  principles  which 
are  deduced  from  one: single;  principle,  v'Z-  the  ultimate 
nature  of  man  as  man— -the  relation  of  man  to  Qod,  and^ 
are,  therefore,  the  connected  parts  of  a  whole.  Similar- 
ly, the  Ten  Commat^dments  are  more  pr  lesis  unconnect- 
ed external  rules,  while  the  Sermons  on  the  Mount  point 
to  and  emphasize  the  /wwar;/ character  of  the  laws  and 
are  based  on  a  sipgle.  principle  viz.  love  .to  God  and 
to  our  neighbqurs.  A  similar  integrating  movenjent 
is  fpund  in  Greejj ,  qiorality ;  with  the  later  Greek 
philosophers  duties  are  not  sporadic  rules,  and  the 
virtues  sppr^dic  habits  :  all  duties, are  deduced  .from  a 
single  principle,  viz.  t;he, relation  of  a  man  to  the  State — 
all  duties  are  duties  of  a  ,  gpod  citizen,  and  all  virtues 
are  integral  parts  of  a  single  system. 

The  foregoing  clearly  shows  also  that  the,  movement 
is  towards  the,;  gradual  discovery  of  individuality  and 
finally,  of  personality.  The  reflective  morality  whether 
of  Indian,  Jewish  or  Greek  socie|ty  is  characterized  „by 
the;,  ^mphasis  laid, pjn, the  importance  of  the  individuali- 
ty as  well  as  the  personality.,, o(  a,,mao.  This,  again,, 
ifj^plies  th^t.,,the  mpviepjent  is,  frprn,|t;he  external  to,  the 
in.terjnal,  view^pf,  niorality,  ..to.  the  spiritua,l, ,  or, .  gpn,1;ler 
virtue?,,  aiji.^,  Jnally  to  tl^^,, gradual,  d^pppping  of  the 
meaning,  as  , .lyell  as  ,  to, , ,th,e, ,  gradual,  , widening  ,of  tlie 
spht|i;pp,,p,ryirtysSf 
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(c)    Moral  progress  in  the  human  race  : — 

So  far  we  have  traced  the  growth  of  morality  in  the 
individual  and  society,  we  now  come  to  the  considera-  • 
tion  of  moral  progress  in  the  human  race,  of  the  growth 
of  a  universal  moral  order.  The  task  is  difficult  for 
two  reasons  :  in  the  first  place,  it  is  very  wide  ;  in  the 
second  place,  we  have  very  inadequate  knowledge  of 
the  ultimate  nature  of  the  universal  moral  order.  The 
general  features  of  the  moral  standard  reached  by  an 
individual  or  a  nation  can  be  easily  ascertained  and 
by  reference  thereto  the  different  stages  of  his  or  its 
moral  life  can  be  easily  explained  and  harmonised :  but 
the  moral  ideal  of  the  human  race,  the  universal  moral 
order,  is  still  in  the  process  of  realisation,  is  not  as  yet 
completed  ;  its  general  features  being,  therefore,  inade- 
quately known,  we  have  no  such  adequate  clue  as  may 
enable  us  to  satisfactorily  explain  and  harmonise  the 
facts  of  the  universal  moral  history.  Under  this  cir- 
cumstance, what  we  can  do  is  to  show  that  there  are 
tendencies  towards  a  universal ,  moral  ideal,  that  the 
moral  stage  the  human  race  has  hitherto  reached  shows 
a  tendency  to  a  still  higher  stage,  and  that  the  moral 
progress  hitherto  made  has  obeyed  the  universal  law 
of  progress,  thus  pointing  to  a  universal  moral  order 
which  alone  can  satisfactorily  explain  it  and  harmonise 
all  its  stages  with  one  another. 

(i)  If  we  examine  the  primitive  societies  we  find 
one  important  fact,  viz.  "ike  dominant  influence  of  group 
life;"  in  them,  every  thing  is  determined  for  the 
individual  who  has  therefore  no  right  against  the  larger 
-whole  of  which  he  is  a  part.    The  striking  example  of 
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such  merging  of  the  individual  in  the  family  is  found 
in  the  patria  poiestas  of  the  Romans.  Here  the  head  of 
the  family  had  absolute  authority  against  which  \.\\&\ 
individual  had  no  rights.  Later  on  the  family  or  group 
expanded  into  the  State  such,  for  example,  as  the  Greek 
city-states.  But  here,  too,  the  individual  was  lost  in 
the  State  which  was  all-in-all,  the  only  ethical  unit  that 
claimed  absolute  authority  over  and  unconditional 
service  upon,  him,  allowing  him  to  own  nothing  of  his 
own.  Plato's  Republic  Is  nothing  but  the  description  of 
such  an  ideal  Hellenic  State. 

In  Aristotle's  Politics  we  find  a  change  of  this  stand- 
point:  with  him,  the  individual  is  the  true  ethical 
unit  and  the  State  is  only  the  means  to  the  realisation 
of  his  nnioral  life.  But  he  still  maintains  that  the  indivi- 
dual is,  after  all,  a  "political  animal"  and  ceases  to  be  a 
moral  being  when  separated  from  the  State.  The  entire 
change  of  such  a  standpoint  is  met  with  in  the  teachings 
of  the  Sophists  who  regarded  the  State  as  an  artificial 
product,  and  the  individual  as  the  only  reality.  The 
early  Socratic  schools  also  had  laid  more  emphasis  on 
the  attainment  of  the  individual  good  than  on  that  of 
the  State.  But  the  real  turning  point  was  supplied  by 
the  actual  break-down  of  the  State  itself :  when  the 
State  dwindled,  decayed  and  finally  broke  down  the 
individual  had  no  other  alternative  than  to  fall  upon 
himself,  to  look  within  himself  for  discovering  the  good 
of  his  life  ;  this  led  to  political  scepticism  in  the  Post^ 
Aristotelian  period.  The  Stoics'  Ideal  State  has  nothing 
corresponding  to  it  on  earth,  and  the  Epicureans'  ideal 
is  not  political  at  all ;  for  them  friendship  takes  the  place 
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of  citizenship  and ;  supplies  the,  only  means  of  union 
betiwepn  man  and  man.  Thus  we  find  that  in  early 
Greek,  society  there  ,is  a  movement  towards  the  change 
of  standpoint  frbm  the  St?ite  to  the  individuals  ;  and 
along  with  this  change  we  find  another  important 
change,  viz,  that,  fqrmerl}^  all  the  individuals  were 
not  included  in  the  State,  therefore  in  the  world  of  mor^l 
beings ;  whereas  latterly,,  in  the  Stoic  Ideal  State  every 
human  being  whether  a  male  or  a  female,  a  gentleman 
pr  a  slave,  a  Greek  or;  a  barbarian,  was  included-  Thus, 
as  Prof.  James  Seth  reniarks,  "the  discovery  of  the 
individual  meant  a  great  widening,  as  well  as  a  great 
deepening  of  the  moral  consciousness  of  the  Greeks." 

The  same  kind  of  movement  is  found  also  in  the 
Jewish  society.  Like  the  Greeks  •  the  Hebrews  also 
lived  a  corporate  life  and  identified  the  individual  with 
the  State ;  for  them  sin  and  righteousness  were  national 
and, so  the  punishment  and  reward  :  not  only  so,  for 
the  sins  of  the  forefathers  the  descendants  had  to  suffer  ; 
for  the  sins  of  Ada,m  and  Eve;  the  whole  human  race 
was  punished.  But  it  was  only  with  the  dissolution 
oXthe  State .  that  the  individual  was  morally  eman- 
cipated, that  he  came  to  bp  regarded  as  the  only  moral 
unit  who  alone  was  to  be  punished  for  his  sin  and 
rewarded, for  his  righteousness.  Christianity  emphasized 
this  fact  witli  greater' force.  ^  But  it  did  not  teach  mere 
individualism  but  also  socialism  :  it  brought  a  divine 
message  not  only  for  |;he  individual,  but  also  for  society. 
,(^^adually,  the  civil  society  became  identified  with  the 
iecjclpsia^Ji5ftl  polity,  tl^^  State  became  one  with  the 
,C.lsprclji     This  w;,as  piarticu,lajfly  the  case  thjroughout   the 
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Middle  Ages.  The  individual,  again,  was  merged  in 
the  State,  though  of  a  different  nature.  The  Reforma- 
tion was  one  of  the  main  causes  which  wrought  out  the 
break-down  of  Mediaevalism  and,  along  with  it,  the 
moral  emancipation  of  the  individual.  The  Protestant 
interpretation  of  Christianity  laid  emphasis  more  on 
the  value  of  the  individual  than  on  that  of  the  State, 
But  later  on,  the  feudal  system  formed  the  military 
State  in  which  the  individual  was  again  absorbed.  The 
revival  of  industry  once  more  gave  the  individual  some 
importance ;  but  the  rise  of  Capitalism,  again,  under- 
mined his  independence,  and  the  modern  tendency  to 
Socialism  seems  to  involve  a  tendency  to  merge  him 
again  in  the  State. 

From  this  brief  historical  survey  it  is  plain  that 
the  direction  of  movement  towa,rds  the  discovery  of 
the  individual  has  always  been  zigzag ;  this  fact  alone 
proves  that  there  has  been  a  real  progress,  for  every 
real  progress  being  dialectical,  each  stage  of  it  which 
is  more  or  less  abstract  and  incomplete  necessitates 
the  transition  to  a  higher  and  opposite  stage :  thus 
socialism  has  revoked  individualism  which,  again,  has 
revoked  socialism,  and  so  on.  This  alternate  supre- 
macy of  society  and  the  individual  shows  that  the 
true  society  or  the  true  individual  has  as  not  as  yet  been 
discovered.  For  the  true  society  does  not  exclude  the 
individual,  nor  the  latter  the  former.  Therefore  the 
struggle  has  always  been  to  discover  the  individual 
in  society,  i.  e.  his  personality.  This  means  that  the 
general  tendency  of  moral  progress  has  been  to  give 
a  definite  place  to  the  individual  in  the  State,  that  the 
26  I 
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caste-system  has  gradually  been  displaced  by  the. 
democratic  system,  and  that  the  lower  classes  of  people 
have  gradually  been  recognised  as  citizens  and  as 
possessing  the  right  of  taking  part  in  the  administration 
of  the  country.  But  though  the  caste- system  has  not 
as  yetibeen  completely  abolished,  and  thus  still  been 
standing  in  the  way  of  perfect  political  freedom  and 
equality,  yet  a  tendency  in  the  direction  of  a  ture 
Individualism  is  clearly  visible. 

Moreover,  the  progress  of  science  and  philosophy 
has  shown  that  all  men  are  integral  parts  of  the  world- 
system,  and  has,  thus,  at  least  to  a  certain  extent, 
levelled  down  the  imaginary  and  superstitous  barriers 
that  have  so  long  stood  in  the  way  of  one  caste  or 
nation  uniting  with  another.  The  anxiety  to  regenerate 
the  "depressed  classes"  is  the  most  characteristic 
feature  of  the  present  age.  The  humanitarian  tendency, 
thus  generated,  of  the  present  century,  in  all  its  forms, 
is  the  surest  sign  that  the  higher  classes  of  people  are 
gradually  coming  to  see  that  the  lower  clases  are  as 
human  as  they  themselves  are,  and  are,  therefore  like 
them,  ends-in-themselves  or  have  special  missions  of 
their  life.  The  principles  of  love  and  the  social  sym- 
pathy which  are  working  behind  such  a  tendency  have 
been  developing  surely,  though  slowly,  in  us,  and 
gradually  leading  us  to  discover  a  common  moral 
personality  behind  our  individuality,  behind  the  barrier 
of  our  race,  caste,  and  creed. 

(ii)  Moral  progress  in  the  human  race  becomes 
more  perceptible  when  we  see  that  new  obligations  and 
virtues  have  developed  and  their   meanings   hav^    been 


MORAL  PHILOSOPHY.  275 

deepened  in  the  course  of  years  and  ages.  We  have 
found  above  that  the  earlier  form  of  morality  every-j 
where  i^eustomary,  and  its  later  or  more  developed  form 
is  reflective :  this  means  tljat  the  principle  of  morality  has 
gradually  been  based  upon  the  deeper  conception  of 
human  nature  ;  that  is  to  say,  the  moral  principle  has 
gradually  acquired  more  spiritual  meaning.  Not  only 
so,  the  area  of  the  customary  morality  is  limited  to  a 
group  or  a  tribe,  while  that  of  the  reflective  morality 
tends  gradually  to  extend  over  the  whole  human  race. 
These  two  facts  can  be  proved  by  tracing  the  growth 
of,  for  instance,  two  cardinal  virtues  as  Courage  and 
Tefnperanc^.  Take  the  case  of  courage  first ;  in  all 
primitive  societies  courage  exhibited  itself  particularly 
in  the  form  of  physical  or  martial  courage.  Even  the 
■Greeks  who  "delighted  to  honour"  it  restricted  it  to 
"resistance  to  fear  in  the  presence  of  danger  and  death." 
But  in  modern  times  its  area  has  considerably  been 
extended.  "Besides  danger  and  death  in  battle,  there 
is  the  danger  to  health  and  life  in  the  mission  field, 
the  city  slum,  and  the  fever  ward,  whidh  makes  the 
foreign  missionary,  the  slum  sister,  and  the  hospital 
nurse  as  heroic  types  among  ourselves  as  the  citizen 
soldier  was  among  the  Greeks."  Besides,  this  virtue 
has  also  acquired  a  more  spiritual  meanihg  in  modern 
times.  There  is  a  mental  or  moral  courage  as  there  is 
-physical.  It  exhibits  itself  not  only  in  patiently  bearing 
those  mental  pains  which  arise  from  disagreement  and 
misunderstanding  with  one's  relatives  and  friends,  or 
■from  "the  social  ostracism  in'flicted  by  the  majority  of 
rparticular     cla     or     profession      upon    an    offending 
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member,  e.   g.   by   a   church    u[)on    a   clergyman    who 
denounces   its   corruptions,   or   by  the   press   upon  an 
editor   who   denounces    forms     of    social     imiporality 
that  are   generally  winked  at."  (Prof.  Muirhead,    Ethics,, 
p.  226). 

Take   the   case   of  Temperance   next :'  the   Greeks 
understood  it  to  be  connected  with  only  the  right  regula- 
tion of   the  appetites   for  food,   drink  and   sex  ;  but   in 
modern  times  it  is  applied  to   many  other  forms  of  self- 
sacrifice  ;  besides,   the  principles  on   which  they   based 
their  condemnation  of  some  forms  of  self-indulgence  are 
not  as  deep  as   they  are  with  us.     The  modern  name  of 
Temperance   is  self-control   which  is  a  wider   virtue  ;  it 
includes   not  only   the  control    of  our  appetites  but  also 
of  our  passions,  afEections,  sentiments,  as  well   as  of  our 
desires,   thoughts  and    actions ;  again,   "along  with   the- 
extended  ideas  of  our  duty  to  humanity,   and  especially 
to  women,  has  gone  the  application  of  the  virtue  to  new 
relations.     An   obvious  instance   of   the   former  is   the 
appropriation  of  the  word  'temperance'  to  a  special  form, 
of  self-control,    viewed  as   a  duty  to    society  at  large  as 
much  as   to  oneself  or  to  the  state.     From  the   general 
virtue  for  self-control  in  matters  of  sense,  self-control  in 
matters  of  drink  has  broken  away,  and  set  up,  as  it  were,, 
for  itself  as  an  independent  virtue.     Similarly,  the  range- 
of  the   virtue  of    self-control  in    matters  of    sex  has  im- 
mensely    widened."     (Ibid,    pp.    227-28).     The   higher 
conception    of  the  position    of  women  in   modern   times 
has  given  new  meaning  and  emphasis  to  the  virtue  under 
the  names  of  chastity  and  chivalry. 

'■  This  widening  of  the  area  of  the  virtue  has  gone  pari- 
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4)assu  with  the  "deepening  of  our  conception  of  the 
principles  on  which  the  virtue  rests,"  With  the  Greeks 
these  principles  are  threefold  :  one  of  them  is  that  "all 
indulgence  should  be  avoided  which  unfits  a  man  for 
the  discharge  of  his  duties  in  peace  or  war  ;"  the  other 
is  that  "such  a  check  should  be  kept  on  the  lusts  of  the 

flesh  as  may  prevent  them  from  issuing  in a  kind  of 

self-assertion  and  aggression  upon  the  rights  of  others  in 
respect  of  person  and  property  ;"  the  third  is  "that  the 
kind  of  pleasure  with  which  temperance  has  to  do  is  in 
some  way  unworthy  of  man,  because  one  of  which  the 
other  animals  are  susceptible."  (Green,  Prolegomena, 
p.  285).  But  the  principle  upon  which  the  virtue  rests 
in  modern  times  is  that  "humanity  in  the  person  of  every 
one  is  to  be  treated  always  as  an  end,  never  merely  as 
a  means."  Though  even  the  modern  civilised  societies 
are  far  away  from  acting  upon  it,  "but  in  their  conscience 
they  recognize  the  principle  as  it  was  not  recognized  in 
the  ancient  world."     (Ibid,  p   288). 

Thus  we  find  that  not  only  the  range  of  the  applica- 
tion of  these  two  virtues  has  considerably  widened,  but 
^Iso  that  the  conceptions  of  the  principles  upon  which 
they  rest  have  gradually  been  deepened.  And  the  same 
is  true  of  all  other  virtues.  Furthermore,  these  changes 
iiave  necessitated  the  changes  in  the  standpoints  from 
which  the  virtues  were  viewed  in  ancient  times.  As  we 
have  found  (see,  above,  §  b),  the  standpoint  of  the 
<:ustomary  morality  is  external,  whereas  that  of  the 
reflective  morality  is  internal,  and  this  change  of  stand- 
point is  necessarily  followed  by  the  subordination  of  the 
physical  virtues  to  the  spiritual. 
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From  the  obove  it  is  also  manifest  that  the  law  of 
moral  progress  in  the  human  race  bears  closest 
resemblance  to  the  law  of  progress  in  general ;  as 
elsewhere  so  here  the  moral  differentiation  goes  hand-in- 
hand  with  the  moral  integration  :  the  widening  of  the 
area  of  the  virtues  means  their  differentiation,  their 
application  to  new  relations,  and  the  deepening  of  their 
isigniiicance  means  their  moral  integration,  their  deriva- 
tion from  a  single  deeper  principle.  All  virtues,  as  we 
have  found,  are  different  forflas  which  the  same  ultimate 
virtue,  viz.  the  habit  of  realising  the  common  hunjan 
^ood,  assumes  under  different  conditions  and  influences 
of  environment  at  different  times  and  ages  :  and  the  re- 
cognition of  the  conception  of  the  common  good  as  the 
ultimate  basis  of  all  duties  and  virtues,  in  modern  times, 
plainly  shows  that  the  duties  and  virtues  are  no  longer 
regarded  as  sporadic  phenomena  but  integral  parts  of  a 
system.  Hence  we  can  say  here,  as  we  have  said 
elsewhere,  that  in  moral  progress  in  the  human  race 
"an  indefinite,  incoherent  homogeneity  is  transformed 
into  a  definite,  coherent  heterogeneity." 

Though  the  foregoing  array  of  facts  strongly  indicates 
that  a  universal  moral  order  is  realising  itself  in  and 
through  the  human  race,  it  cannot  prove  the  ultimate 
reality  of  such  an  order  :  what  is,  cannot  prove  what 
oughUto-be  ;  the  actual  may  suggest,  but  cannot  prove 
the  ideal,  for  the  one  is  a  matter  of  experience,  while 
the  other  is  a  matter  of  faith  or  reflection  ;  the  investiga- 
tion of  one  is  a  problem  of  science,  while  the  investiga- 
tion of  the  other  that  of  metaphysics.  Hence  the  need 
for  a  metaphysical  basis  of  ethics. 
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B.  A.  Examination  Papers. 

(Calcutta  University.) 

Ethics. 

1909. 

1.  Explain  the  terms  positive,  normative,  and  practical 
as  applied  to  Ethics  as  a  science.  Discuss  the  suitability  of 
each.  (For  answer  see  Bk.  I,  pp.  6-12). 

2.  What  are  the  Sciences  that  Ethics  rests  upon,  and 
what  other  Sciences  depend  upon  Ethics  for  part  of  their 
data  .■*  Explain  the  relation  in  each  case.  (For  answer  see 
Bk.  I,  Chap.  II). 

3.  Characterise  the  object  and  process  of  moral  judgment 
and  distinguish  them  from  the  object  and  process  of  prudential 
judgment.     (For  answer  see  Bk.   I,  pp.  106-19). 

4.  Examine  the  view  that  the  Freedom  of  the  Will  is  a 
postulate  of  moral  judgment.  (For  answer  see  Bk,  II, 
pp.  186-91). 

5.  Give  a  classification  of  the  springs  of  action  on  a 
psychological  basis.  What,  in  your  opinion,  is  the  process 
by  which  their  place  is  determined  in  a  well-ordered  moral 
life?  (For  answer  of  the  first  part  see  Bk.  I,  pp.  71-79-,  for 
answer  of  the  second  part  see  pp.  7-9,  and  pp.  111-15). 

6.  Is  there  any  place  for  Conscience  as  distinguished  from 
Prudence  in  a  system  of  Hedonism  ?  (For  answer  See  Bk. 
I,  pp.  150-61).        ,  / 

7.  What  is  the  explanation  given  of  moral  obligation 
from  the  point  of  view  of  Evolutionary  Ethics  ?  (For  answer 
see  Bk.  II,  pp.  101-5). 

8.  "Some  laws  express  what  is,  some   what  must  be,   and 
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some  what  ought  to  be."  Illustrate  this.  Under  which  of 
these  categories  does  Moral  Law  fall,  and  how  ?  What  is  the 
relation  of  Moral  Law  to  Divine  Law  and  Political  Law  ?  (For 
answer  see  Bk.  I,  pp.  88-93). 

9.  Explain  Bentham's  classification  of  the  so-called 
Sanctions  of  Morality,  and  the  improvement  introduced  into 
it  by  Mill.  (For  answer  see  Bk.  II,  pp.  58-61). 

10.  Can  you  distinguish  Egoism  as  a  philosophical  theory 
from  Selfishness  in  practical  conduct  ?  Is  either  ethically 
justifiable  ?  (For  answer  see  Bk.  II,  pp.  44-54). 

11.  Explain  fully  your  idea  of  an  organism.  In  what 
sense  and  to  What '  extent  is  the  analogy  of  an  organism 
applicable  to  human  society  ?  (For  answer  see  Bk.  Ill  pp.  7-12) 

12.  Can  you  give  an  illustration  of  a  Conflict   of  Duties? 
Can  each  of  the  conflicting  elements  in  such  a  case  be  properly  ~ 
called  a  duty  ?  What  is  the  ethical  solution  for  such  a  conflict  ? 
(For  answer  see  Bk.  I,  pp.  145-47,  and  Bk.  Ill,  pp.  91-92). 

1910. 

1.  Define  and  distinguish  the  meanings  of  the  term  'law' 
as  applied  in  Natural  Science,  Jurisprudence,  and  Ethics. 
(For  answer  see  Bk.  I,  pp.  88-93). 

2.  'Ethics  is  the  science  of  the  conduct  of  man  as  a  social 
being.'  Write  a  brief  exposition  of  this.  (For  answer  see 
Bk.  I,  pp.  19-22). 

3.  Discuss  the  value  of  the  historical  method  as  applied 
to  Ethics,  showing  the  bearing  on  this  of  Aristotle's  dictum 
'First  in  time,  and  first  in  the  nature  of  things'.  (For  answer 
see  Bk.  I,  pp.  38-39). 

4.  What  are  the  main  psychological  divisions  of  the 
mental  activities  ?  Show  how  by  different  ethical  theories 
different  relative  importance  is  attached  to  these.  How  in 
your  opinion  ought  weight  to  be  laid  on  each  of  these  divisions? 
(For  answer  see  Bk.  I,  pp.  47-49 ;  and  also  Bk.  II,  p.  35). 
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5.  Why  is  it  necessary  for  ethics  to  have  both  a  psycholo: 
gical  and  a  metaphysical  basis  ?  To  what  defects  are  ethical 
theories  liable  which  neglect  either  of  these?  (For  answer 
see  Bk.  I,  pp.  16-19,  ^^^  PP-  26-28). 

6.  Give  an  account  of  the  nature  of  the  moral  judgment, 
showing  wherein  it  differs  from  the  logical  judgment.  What 
are  the  objects  with  which  it  may  be  said  to  be  concerned,  and 

o  what  controversy  has  this  led  ?  State  your   own   opinion   on 
this.     (For  answer  see  Bk.  I,  pp.  103-119). 

7.  Explain  what  is  meant  by  moral  judgments.  What 
in  your  view  are  the  main  factors  to  be  considered  in  a  theory 
of  rewards  and  punishments  ?  (For  answer  see  Bk.  I.  pp.  103-6 
and  Bk.  III.  pp.  211-15). 

8.  What  contributions  have  rational  and  the  evolutionist 
schools  made  towards  the  advancement  of  ethical  science  ? 
How  may  the  study  of  these  theories  be  said  to  bear  influence 
on  the  practical  life  ?  (For  answer  see  Bk.  II,  pp.  14-16  ; 
and  also  pp.  90-98). 

9.  What   ethical    schools   have     employed      physical     or 
chemical  analogies  in   establishing    their   theories  ?  Why    are 
these   analogies   to   be   rejected    in    favour   of   the  biological 
analogy  ?  (For  answer  see  Bk.  II,  pp.  92-98). 

10.  Give  a  brief  account  of  the  development  of  the  moral 
law  in  the  life  of  the  individual  describing  ttie  various  stages 
through  which  it  passess,  (For  answer  see  Bk.  III.  pp.  255-67). 

11.  How  is  the  existence  of  the  state  to  be  justified 
ethically?  What  are  its  ethical  functions  and  wherein  ought 
its  action  to  be  limited  ?  (For  answer  see  Bk.  Ill,  pp.  184-89). 

1911. 

I.  What  do  you  understand  to  be  the  scope  of  Ethics? 
Explain  its  relation  to  (a)  Psychology,  (b)  Metaphysics.  (For 
answer  see  Bk.  I,  pp.  12 — 13  ;  pp.  17 — 19,  and  pp.  26 — 28). 
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2.  Wherein  does  an  action  become  moral  ?  Indicate  th& 
place  of  desire  in  Ethics.  Explain  'Universe  of  Desire,'  and 
show  its  bearing  on  moral  life.  (For  answer  see  £k.  I,  pp.  4. 
— 5  ;  Bk.  II,  pp.  22 — 26  and  Bk.  I,  pp.  61 — 70;  Bk.  II,  pp.  73 

-74). 

Or. 

Discuss  the  basis  of  moral  obligation.  Explain  in  this 
connection  the  value,  if  any,  of  internal  and  external  sanction. 
(For  answer  see  Bk.  Ill,  pp.  55 — 64). 

3.  Explain  and  criticise  the  doctrine  of  the  greatest  happi- 
ness of  the  greatest  number.  What  is  meant  bjr  quality  of 
Pleasures,  as  distinguished  from  quantity  ?  Discuss  the  validity 
of  the  distinction.     (For  answer  see  Bk.  II,  pp.  56 — 79). 

Or. 

Discuss  the  leading  ethical  standards.  Point  out  any- 
special  excellence  that  in  your  opinion  characterises  any  of 
them.     (For  answer  see  Bk.  II). 

4.  Explain  clearly  the  respective  claims  of  Egoistic  and 
Universalistic  Hedonism.  Are  the  two  capable  of  reconcilia- 
tion ?  (For  answer  see  Bk.  II,  pp.  55 — 57,  and  pp.  63 — 69). 

5.  Give  a  critical  exposition  of  Kant's  view  of  the  Moral- 
Reason.  It  has  been  said  that  "the  idea  of  a  categorical 
imperative  lands  us  in  sheer  emptiness."  Discuss  this  proposi- 
tion.    (For  answer  see  Bk.  II,  pp.  14 — 20). 

6.  Write  short  critical  notes  on   the  following  ; — (a)   The 

Freedom   of   the   Will.      {6)  The  Paradox  of  Hedonism,     {c) 

Evolution  and  its  application  to  Ethics.   (For  the  answer  of  (a) 

see  Bk.  II,  pp.  191 — 200  ;  for  that  of  {&),  p.  40 ;  for  that  of  (c), 

pp.  90— 92I. 

1912. 

I.  Briefly  indicate  the  main  psychological  questions  that 
have  a   bearing  upon  ethical  problems.     Explain  the  relation 
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between  the  two.     (For  answer  see  Bk.  I,  p.    13,   pp.    17 — 18, 
and  pp.  47—49)- 

2.  Fully  elucidate  what  you  consider  to  be  the  sound  view 
about  conscience.     (For  answer  see  6k.  I,  pp.  161 — 64).- 

3.  Discuss  Mill's  answers  to  the  following  objections  to- 
Utilitarianism  : — (a)  Pleasure  is  a  mean  and  grovelling  object 
of  pursuit.  (6)  Happiness  is  a  thing  unattainable,  and  renunci- 
ation is  the  first  condition  of  all  nobleness  of  character. 

4.  What,  according  to  Utilitarianism,  is  the  Internal  Sanc- 
tion of  Morality  ?  Fully  describe  its  nature.  Is  Utilitarianism 
justified  in  setting  up  such  a  sanction  ?  (For  answer  see  Bk.  II,. 
pp.  60 — 61,  and  pp.  65 — 69). 

5.  Reproduce,  with  brief  comments,  Martineau's  ethical^ 
classification  of  the  springs  of  action.  (For  answer  see  Bk.  I, 
pp.  Ill— 15). 

6.  What  explanation  is  given  by  Evolutional  Hedonism  of 
— (a)  the  sense  of  moral  obligation  ;  {6)  the  relation  between 
Egoism  and  Altruism  ?  (For  answer  see  Bk.  II,  pp.  loi — 105,, 
and  pp.  105 — 109). 

7.  Give  a  critical  exposition  of  the  characteristic  historical* 
forms  of  Extreme  Rationalism.  (For  answer  see  Bk.  I,  pp.  14 
— 20). 

8.  Define  Personality ;  and  give  a  simple  exposition  of 
the  Ethics  of  Personality.     (For  answer  see  Bk.  II,  Chap.  vi). 

9.  Write  an  illustrative  and  expository  note  on  the  follow- 
ing :  A  manifestation  of  the  law  of  moral  progress  is  found  in, 
the  gradual  subordination  of  the  sterner  to  the  gentler  virtues. 
(For  answer  see  Bk.  III.  pp.  253-54). 

1913. 

I .  Write  short  notes  on  any  five  of  the  following  : — The- 
Normative  sciences,  The  relation  between  virtue  and  know- 
ledge, Casuistry,  The  paradox  of  Hedonism,  Bentham's    Sane- 
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-tions  of  Morality,  The  "Characteristics"  of  Shaftesbury, 
Aristotle's  definition  of  Virtue.  (For  answer  see  Bk.  I,  pp.  6 
— 9;  Bk.  Ill,  pp.  100 — loi ;  Bk.  Ill,  pp.  92  — 96  ;  Bk.  II,  p. 
40;  Bk.  II,  pp.  58 — 61 ;  Bk.  I,  pp.  124 — 25  ;  Bk.  Ill,  pp.  iii 
— 13)- 

2.  Write  notes,  explanatory  or  critical,  on  any  three  of  the 
following  statements : — (a)  It  is  curious  that  psychological 
'ethics  are  altogether  peculiar  to  Christendom,  {b)  No  reason 
can  be  given  why  the  general  happiness  is  desirable,  except 
that  each  person,  so  far  as  he  believes  it  to  be  attainable, 
desires  his  own  happiness,  (c)  Revenge  is  a  kind  of  wild 
justice.  ((/)  He  who  is  unable  to  live  in  society,  or  who  has 
no  need  to  do  so  because  he  is,  sufficient  for  himself,  must  be 
'either  a  beast  or  a  god.  (e)  Act  only  on  that  maxim  which 
thou  canst  at  the  same  time  will  to  become  a  universal  law. 
XFor  the  answer  of  (i),  see  Bk.  II,  pp.  57,  64  ;  of  {d),  see  Bk. 
Ill,  Chap.  I;  of  (<),  see  Bk.  II,  pp.  16,  18 — 20). 

3.  Illustrate  the  close  relation  between  the  sciences  of 
£thics  and  Politics  in 'Greek  thought.  In  what  ways  has  the 
modern  wider  conception  of  the  State  influenced  ethical 
■thought?  (For  answer  see  Bk.  Ill,  pp.  184 — 89). 

4.  Is  it  possible  to  justify  the  infliction  of  punishment  on 
ethical  grounds?  (For  answer  see  Bk.  Ill,  pp.  215 — 25,  parti- 
cularly pp.  223 — 25). 

5.  "There  is  nothing  just  or  'unjust  which  does  not 
-change  its  quality  with  a  change  of  climate.  Three  degrees  of 
latitude  overturn  the  whole  science  of  law."  (Pascal).  To 
what  extent  is  morality  absolute  and  independent  of  the  envi- 
ronment ?  (For  answer  see  Bk.  Ill,  pp.  52 — 55,  and  also  pp. 
J06 — no). 

6.  Indicate  some  of  the  chief  directions  which  ethical 
-thought  has  followed   in   England   since   the   middle   of  the 
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nineteenth   century.     (Ror  answer   see  Bk.  II,  pp.  55-57 ;  pp. 
79-81,85-86;  pp.  90-92;  pp.  121-33;  PP-  '39-49). 

7.  Give  a  brief  historical  account  of  the  development  of 
Utilitarian  Hedonisjn  in  England.  (For  answer  see  Bk,  II, 
Chaps.  IV  and  V). 

8.  Is  it  possible  to  classify  the  virtues?  What  principles- 
must  be  followed  in  attempting  such  a  task  ?  How  far  is  the- 
Platonic  classification  suitable  to  the  circumstances  of  modern^ 
times  ?  (For  answer  see  Bk.  Ill,  pp.  1 13-17  ;  and  p.  148). 

9.  Examine  the  part  played  by  custom  in  the  development 
of  the  moral  life  of  (a)  an  individual.  (6)  a  people.  In  what 
degree  is  the  law,  whether  customary  or  written,  of  a  people  a 
reliable  indicatioii  of  its  moral  outlook  ?  (For  answer  see  Bk., 
Ill,  pp.  107-10). 

10.  Examine  J.  S.  Mill's  account  of  the  connection 
between  justice  and  utility.  ■  , 

1914. 

1 .  What  do  you  consider  to  be  the  practical  value  of  the- 
stu^y  of  Ethics  ?  Discuss  briefly  the  view  that  Ethics  must 
either  be  based  on  or  perfect  itself  in  Religion.  (For  answer 
see  Blc.  I,  pp.  13-15,  and  pp.  28-31). 

2.  A  modern  writer  has  said  that  '  The  origin  and  end  of 
all  philosophy  is  to  be  sought  in  Ethics.'  Explain  and  discuss 
this  statement.     (For  answer  see  Bk.  I,  pp.  26-28). 

3.  Write  short  critical  notes  on  any  two  of  the  following 
subjects : — (a)  Teleological  Ethics,  (b)  Intuitionism,  (c) 
Universalistic  Hedonism,  and  its  compatibility  with  Egoistic 
Hedonism.  (For  answer  see  Bk.  II,  chap,  vi  ;  chap,  I,  pp. 
3-4  ;  and  chap.  IV,  pp.  56-79). 

4.  What  do  you  consider  to  be  the  proper  Object, 
of  the  Moral  Judgment  ?  Give  a  reasoned  answer.  (¥ot 
answer  see  Bk.  I.  pp,  106-119). 
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5.  Discuss  the  question  as  to  hqw  far  Hedonism  in  any 
'  of  its  forms  can  be  regarded  as  furnishing   an   adequate  basis 

for  moral  Obligation.     (For  answer  see  Bk.  Ill,  pp.  58-62). 

6.  Discuss  the  relation  of  conscience  to  the  Social 
'System.     (For  answer  see  Bk.  Ill,  pp.  22-24),    ^ 

7.  State  the  problem  raised  by  the  apparently  conflicting 
-claims  of  Individualism  and  Socialism,  and  indicate  the   lines 

on   which  you  would  attempt   solution  of  its  difficulties.     (For 
-answer  see  Bk.  Ill,  pp.  1-12). 

8.  Consider  the  relative  claims  of  (a)  The  Ascetic  Life  ; 
'(3)  The  contemplative  Life ;  (c)  The  Active  Life,  to  be 
regarded  respectively  as  the  Ethical  Ideal,  in  so  far  as  they^ 
may  be  distinguished  from  each  other.  (For  answer  see  Bk. 
Ill,  chap,  viii,  §  III, — a). 

9.  Explain  the  moral  significance  of  the  following  sayings  : 
fa)  'Know  thyself,'  (3)  'Be  a  person,' (c)  '  Whosoever  shall 
seek  to  save  his  life  shall  lose  it,  and  whosoever  shall  lose    his 

llife  shall  preserve  it.'     (For  answer  see  Bk.  II,  chap.  vi). 

1915. 

1.  Discuss  the  question  whether  the  Good  or  the  Right 
'Constitutes  the  fundamental   notion   of   Ethics.     (For   answer 

see  Bk.  I,  pp,  86-102). 

Or. 

Explain  and  illustrate  the  relation  of  Ethics  to  Sociology 
and  Politics.  Examine  the  view  that  Ethics  is  merely  a  branch 
of  Sociology.     (For  answer  see  Bk.  I,  pp.  19-26). 

2.  Discuss  the  nature  of  Instinct.  Distinguish  between 
Desire  and  Motive,  Motive  and  Intention.  Determine  the 
meaning    of     Motive    in   Ethics.     (For   answer   see    Bk.    I, 

ipp.  61-70). 
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Or. 

Classify  the  Springs  of  Action  and  determine  their  mutual 
relations.  On  what  grounds  is  superiority  claimed  for  the 
Judgments  of  Duty  ?  (For  answer  see  Bk.  I,  pp.  11 1-14). 

3.  Show  how  the  question  as  to  the  nature  of  the  Ethical 
End  is  connected  with  the  question  as  to  the  true  nature  of 
the  Self.     (For  answer  see  Bk.  I,  pp."  47-49,  and  p.  35).. 

4.  What  is  the  meaning  of  Kant's  dictum  '  you  ought 
and  therefore  you  can '  ?  It  has  been  said  that  the  idea  of 
Self-determination  combines  the  Libertarian  and  the  Deter- 
minist  theory.  Examine  this  statement.  (For  answer  see  Bk. 
11,  pp.  186-200). 

5.  Dwell  on  the  following  points  :  (a)  the  relation  con- 
ceived to  exist  between  the  individual  and  society ;  (i)  the 
facts  supporting  this  conception  ;  (c)  the  sense  in  which  the 
end  is  to  be  regarded  as  a  personal  one.  (For  answer  see 
Bk.  Ill,  pp.  1-12). 

6.  Outline  the  leading  feature  of  Intuitionalism  as  an 
ethical  theory,  noticing  the  difficulties  alleged  to  be  involved 
in  it.     (For  answer  see  Bk.  II,  pp.  3-14). 

Or.. 

What  account  does  Evolutionary  theory  as  applied  to 
Ethics  give  of  the  genesis  of  Conscience  ?  Do  you  think  it 
possible  to  conserve  the  objective  character  of  the  authority 
of  Conscience  on  the  basis  of  this  theory  ?  (For  answer  see 
Bk.  I,  pp.  154-56  and  pp.  160-61  ;  seJ  also  Bk.  II,  pp. 
101-105,  pp,'ii6-i9). 

7.  Fully  expound  the  moral  theory  according  to  which 
the  highest  good  lies  in  the  realization  of  the  highest  self. 
(For  answer  see  Bk,  11,  chap.  vi). 
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Or. 

'  Each  of  the  various  ethical  theories  has  contributed  some 
valuable  element  to  the  whole  of  Ethical  Thought.'  Discuss 
this  statement.  (This  is  a  general  question  which  may  be. 
answered  from  the  general  knowledge  of  the  different 
standards  dealt  with  in  Bk.  II,  chaps  i-vi). 
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